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PREFACE 

This paper contains a preliminary report of my research at the Institute for 

Policy Studies, The Johns Hopkins University, during the spring semester of 

1987.(*) As I also taught a course in Urban Planning for the Department of 

Geography and Environmental Engineering of the same University, I kbad the 

opportunity to present and discuss much of the material included in this report 

in my classes. Some of the considerations concerning planning methodology have 

their origin in the academic lectures, where I presented specific American 

examples beside those of Barcelona. 

here to a very short presentation of Barcelona - a city that I obviously know 

extensively - so as to assure the minimum necessary information to American 

readers: a longer survey could have distorted the paper. 

On the other hand, I have restricted myself 

I will especially thank Jack Fisher for having made possible my stay here 

I also o w  and for his endeavors tcward the International Fellowhip Program. 

thanks to the staff of The Institute for Policy Studies and to its new director, 

Dr. Lester M. Salmon; to Bob Seidel for his advice and help throughout the 

semester; to K u r t  Hoppe, Pieter Tanja, Giovanni Poggi, Alba Torrents and Florence 

Catrice, for their friendly cmpanionship and exchange of infomtion; to Daniel 

Serra for introducing me t o  Hopkins; to Margaret Shamer; to Gail S .  Jorg; and to 

Marie Danna and Jean E3iddinger for their help. 

( * )  The research has k e n  possible thanks to a senior research t e l l o E h p  o t  the 

International Fellclw E'rogram. Additional funding was provided by the Corporacio 

Metropolitam de Barcelona and the C u n i t e  Conjunto Hispano-Nort:eamericano para la 

Cooperacion Cultural y Wcativa. 

2 



9 

# -  

1. INTRODUCTION 

The late evolution of American cities is a serious subject of analysis and 

discussion for those who are involved in urban planning. The abundant literature 

recently generated on this t h e  on both sides of the Atlantic proves it. 

what makes this topic even more attractive for planners and academics coming from 

Europe is the shocking contrast betwen the two system of cities. 

contrast that I immediately perceived when I first arrived in this country, and 

that struck m e  in spite of my previous knowledge of the American city through 

theoretical studies and technical literature. 

amazed at the real feeling of the contradictions and servitudes of the American 

cities. 

But 

This is a 

I have to say that I am still 

As comparative analysis has always been a pcwerful method in planning, I now 

put forward research .in which it is widely used. 

survey of the evolution of metropolitan cities - central areas and urban 

periphery-, their institutional f r m m r k  and recent trends in urban planning; 

especially trends concerning housing production and housing policies. 

realized that the "new construction" era of housing policy had cane to an end, 

and that private and publicly subsidized housing construction had sharply 

dropped. 

and to the conversion of industrial structures, lofts and other non-residential 

buildings to residential uses - now a major issue in urban policy - was 

apparently the new trend. 

perhaps pointing out a more broad redefinition ot urban planning methods. 

Therefore, I focused n l y  wrk on the conditions that have lead the American city 

to a situation in whic:h traditional comprehensive planning seems to be 

irrelevant. My paper deals with demgrawc tendencies, job opportunities, 

My first outline included a 

But I soon 

The shift to a more efficient use of the existing residential inventory 

I thought that that shift in housing policies was 

3 



1 

institutional. organization and urban planning implications, comparing 

to sane Northeastern American cities. I am reserving the information 

Barcelona 

on housing 

policies I gathered during my stay here for specific analysis and contrast with 

the experience of Barcelona after further inquiry. 

Obviously, this is not an exhaustive report. It tackles the three major 

phenomena that are increasingly structuring and constraining the scope of urban 

planning: a) the emenging metropolitan - non-metropolitan dtynamics, titled 

countembanization, that the nation is witnessing in this so-called slow-grmth 

era; b) the new dichotomy betwen the rise of the sunbelt and the decline of the 

snowbelt, that reveals a major regional shift; and c) the internal tensions 

within metropolitan areas (core-periphery relations). I try to present these 

through a short histo:rical approach, just to point out the underlying background 

of the cities in which these processes are taking place. 

The second part of the paper deals with the lack of metropolitan governments 

in America and the subsequent implications for urban planning. 

question here, but a contemporary one in Barcelona, where the autonoanous 

govemunent of Catalunya has just removd the Barcelona metropolitan council of 34 

years. Although circumstances and cities are different, common basic 

philosophies of local government (both pro and con metropolitan government) may 

be traced throughout history. Common institutional realities seem to appear as 

FR1.l. 

This is an old 

Finally, the paper offers a closer comparison between Barcelona and sane 

American cities in teim of size, population, and employment. I am aware that 

these are not the only factors to examine, h t  I believe that they are the three 

that mostly define the urbn framework i n  which planning operates. 

econunic processes, concisely identified in the first part of the report, are 

Underlying 
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here seen only thr- their final outcomes. The last section tries to summarize 

my p e r ~ 0 ~ 1  view of usban planning; it emphasizes a change in issues and a change 

in methodology, and al slight but clear convergence in the attitude of planners 

tarcllards the city. 

As long as the present circumstances continue, comprehensive planning will 

slacken as direct policies take its place. This is a double-edged sword: it may 

lead planners to broadened responsibilities, but also cause planning to lose its 

cmitment to the general form of the city. 

America today, the change of name of the center (from "Center for Metropolitan 

Planning and Research" to "Institute for Policy Studies") is representative of 

it. 

As far as this is the situation in 
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2. AMERICAN ME3'ROPOLITAN EVOLUTION 

Metropolitan sprlawl is the feature that most characterizes American cities. 

Yet this is not a new phenanenon but a very old one, especially if we cmpare the 

the American with the European metropolis. It first became apparent in the great 

Northeastern cities as soon as they reached a significant number of inhabitants 

at the beginning of this century. 

always been associated in most American cities. 

grmth indeed, that needed enomus extensions of land to allm setting low- 

density housing and that gave birth to new urbanization pattern. 

factors, increasing automobile production from 1910 onward and the widespread 

introduction of the personal car made possible the new scale o f  the city. 

emergence of metropol.itan cities in the United S t a t e s  belongs to those years 

though faster development w a s  registered after the Second World War. 

American metropolis may be defined in short as a doubled and parallel process: 

that of continuous specialization damtown and that of reinforanent of 

residential suburban culture. Nevertheless, those processes are not so simple. 

The history of metropolitan development in American cities has been studied from 

different points of v.iew and it is nav well documented. This part of the paper 

is devoted only to a further exploration of some outstanding facts necessary to a 

better understanding of the general argument. It begins with a review of general 

statistics and focuser; then on some particular shifts and recent interesting 

trends. 

Thus, metropolitanism and urban grawth have 

This is a distinctive form of 

Among other 

The 

The 

2.1  The origin of metropolitan America 

In 1920, for the first time, the United States urban population exceeded 

rural. 

than 2500 people at each decennial C e n s u s ,  from 1790 to 1970 (Abler and Adam, 

Figure 1 show the percentage of total poplation living in towns larger 
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1976). 

States Bureau of The Census; notwithstanding, at least two-thirds of population 

were living in cities by 1930 if WE? include the technically rural householders 

who were suburkmites.2 

metropolitan population is s h m  attending- the "metropolitan area" concept as 

currently defined by the same Bureau of the Census. 

and suburban towns around cities. 

of total by 1920; in ,1960, it represents about 65% and it reaches 75% in 1960. 

That is the proportion kept up from that date up to 1985. 

population, on the other hand, remains constant in absolute terms, except for the 

last fifteen years. 

demographic increment has hitherto been absorbed by metropolitan areas 

90% of total grcwth). 

The "urtan population" concept is used here as defined by the United 

In Figure 2, the evolution of metropolitan and non- 

That includes suburban areas 

Metropolitan population is clearly above 50% 

Non-metropolitan 

'Re chart shws clearly that practically the whole 

(about 

Population growth rates in metropolitan areas (sham as percent change i n  

periods of ten years) give evidence of t m  main periods in which metropolitan 

cities developed faster (see Table 1). 

(27.1 and 28.6 respectively) correspond to the appearance of the first 

metropolitan cities. 

presence of percent change rates above 20. 

Grawth rates for 1910-1920 and 1920-1930 

The second relevant period (1940-1960) is identified by the 

'l'hose impressive figures document the vast dominance of America's 

metropolitan extensions. In the same aggregate presentation, the absolute 

population of the United States is now as follows (1985): 

Metropolitan :180,069,000 

Non-metropolitan 58,671,000 

T o t a l  238,740,000 
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The process of people and jobs getting farther and farther frm central cities 

could be verified from the significant growth rates of 1910-1920. 

recognition of its meaning as well as understanding of its consequences to the 

future of cities, was not very extensive. In spite of the new interest in the 

metropolis,3 only exceptionally was the real importance of the phenomenon 

assumed; 

suburbs was definitely shown by the United States Census of 

1920. 

Howver, full 

yet the quantitative wight of people moving from central cities to 

The extraordinary changes in the g r m h  rate of most cities in 1920's may be 

understood as a result of the confluence of various forces, the technology of 

transport and industrial energy being among the most important. Borchert 

explains American metropolitan evolution emphasizing the significance of 

technological changes.' Comparing the rise and decline of ten indicators of the 

technology of transpo:rt and industrial energy he finds that peak values of past 

years concentrate around 1870 and 1920. 

only factor: all ciramstances and traditions in America seem to flaw together to 

in the same direction, thus creating the urban conditions to develop a 

metropolitan culture.'S 

But technological progress is not the 

The peculiar meticlopolitan pattern of Anwrican cities emerged in the first 

decade of this century, when the autcanobile made possible a vast movement of 

people tmards suburbs: autamobile production reached about nine million units by 

1920, and twenty seven million units by 1930. Althouqh Northeastern metropolitan 

cities wre already formed by this time' - migrations trom r u r a l  areas to 

industrial cities resulted in the outburst of the second half of the nineteenth 

century - their pattern of urbanization was still a compact one. 

extraordinary growth of these cities is 1860-1910 consolidated their centers and 

The 
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extended them to the outskirts. 

limited diffusion of urban attributes over the territory. 

use of the car as a r n e a n s  of transportation around 1920 made possible going 

farther and thus mak:tng stronger suburban developnents and outlying urban 

centers. These urbaxiization trends, carrying an evermore diffused city, were 

definitely confirmed in the early post Second World W a r  period, where a new wave 

of people migrating t-ds great cities accelerated their metropolitan grawth. 

Public transportation favored the first, but 

Only the generalized 

The new shape of: American metropolis is in line with the traditional Anglo- 

Saxon way of regarding the city. 

find its roots in the early Northern Europe tradition. 

accelerated grawth of industrial cities in the mid-nineteenth century, living 

conditions became worst in most central neighborhoods. 

arose as the strongest issue in urban policy by the end of the century, absorbing 

all local and federal concern.* 

in alternative ways of housing people. 

or in their immediate outskirts wre projected and hilt up, but they satisfied 

The anti-urban American cultwe could easily 

As a consequence of the 

The housing question 

nus urban planners easily became interested 

New housing areas within existing cities 

only a small fraction of the overall needs.' 

theory quickly experienced a further development in America, after its 

introduction from Engrland.10 

On the contrary, the garden-city 

It found here an unlimited field in which to expand 

and therefore contrikuted largely to support standard suburban developents. 

Local authorities, as well as architects and planners, paid no attention to the 

fact that introducing the garden city as a general pattern of urbanization was in 

detriment of the city center's health. Central cities wakened considerably once 

emptied of all residential functions and finally became business districts only. 

At the same time, suburbs, sprawling out into the countryside, enlarged cities to 

the point in which a new tern -metropolis- v a s  necessary to designate the 

9 



resulting urban concept. In spite of the different urban processes that have 

affected the internal structure of American cities from that moment hitherto - 

sane of them to be analyzed in this paper- they have essentially maintained and 

even reinforced the main features above described.'' 

further evolution. 

2.2 Core-periphery changing relations. 

Let us examine their 

"Urbanization trends in the United States today indicate suburbia to be the 

essence of the contemporary American city" (Muller, 1976). That may seem too 

hard a statement, but census data on suburbanization indicate that suburbs 

accelerated their absorption of population after 1945. More Americans live in 

suburbs rum than in cities and urban areas combined. Forty years of continuous 

absolute grawth in such extreme peripheral areas have resulted in the sprawling 

landscape of single-family houses on small lots that characterizes today's 

metropolitan cities. 

States population growth in suburbs, campared to central cities and rural areas. 

The sustained grclwth of city edges at a faster rate than that of central areas 

has been in evidence for the last century and a quarter (Muller, 1976 and 

Jackson, 1973). 

period 1950-1970 led to the present supremacy of suburban America. 

the relative percentages of urban population grvrwth for the period 1900-1970. 

Note that the suburban g r M h  per 100 increase in the central city was as 

as 2,153 in 1960-1970. 

1970 up to 1985, as is also clearly figured in the above quoted graphic. 

comPnent upon that abnpt shift later. 

Figure 3 and Table 4 show the percent share of total United 

The cieclining rates of central cities and rural areas in the 

Table 2 shows 

high 

Those figures have changed for the period beginning in 

We will 

The increasing inprtance of suburban population in particular cities 

becanes evident from 3!950 onward. Table 3 reters to the evolution of some 

10 
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Northeastern metropollitan areas, showing the percentages of their suburban 

population inside. 

period of their history: frcan 38.9% to 51.2% in New York, frm 34.8% to 56.3% in 

That percentage grw faster in 1950-70 than in any other 

Baltimore andl from 46.8% to 73.6% in Washington. 

The great majority of cities experienced a continuous demographic growth 

throughout the fifties and sixties. 

metropolitan areas climbed to 69.9 in 1950 and 76.1 by 1960, reflecting migration 

The proportion of people living in 

from rural to urban areas and a renewed influx frm abroad. Most of the people 

that migrated to cities in those tw decades settled in suburban areas, thus 

consolidating the early suburbs within a larg-e-scale urbanization process. 

Values and beliefs dealing with the suburban idea are deeply rooted in 

Anerican culture.12 Historians have traced examples of suburban settlements from 

the eighteenth century, calling them colonial suburbs (Harlem, N.Y., 1720; 

Medford, Mass. 1734). A second generation of suburbs has been linked to street- 

car and railroad lines radiating from cities: they arose from the late nineteenth 

century to the Wbrld 'War. Most of them located near industrial areas allowing 

wrking-class housing to develop in good accesibility conditions to factories and 

production centers. Railroad suburbs took the name of the railroad stations 

(Lake Forest, Ill, 18161; Oak Park, Ill., 1901; Clifton, N.Y, 1917) and acquired 

more importance and identity than street-- suburbs (New Castle, Del. 1893; 

Jamaica Plain, Boston, 1905). The establishment of such suburbs as Riverside, 

Illinois (1869) or even before Llewellyn Park, New Jersey (1859), provided the 

first models of the ernerging new urbanization pattern. Other model-suburbs 

developed later include Roland Park, Md (1891); Beverly Hills, California (1910) 

and Radburn, New Jersey (1929). The best garden-city projects were carried out 

in the period in betwen the two World LQrs (Stern, 1978; Corominas, 1981). 

11 
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A third generation of suburbs has obviously been associat:ed with the 

automobile. 

grcrwth in the way sham in the precedent chapter. l3 

models in projecting and implementing suburbs, i.ncluding Radburn-like further 

Its adoption after 1920 sustained and accentuated metropolitan 

It also produced new 

developnents and other so-called automobile-suburbs (Greenwood., Ind. 1949; 

Lindenhurst, N.Y,  1955; Middlesex, Vt. 1965). But above all the autcmbile made 

possible suburbs of unprecedented size in farther locations, opening up unbuilt 

areas and interstitial sectors. The introduction of freeways rnade even more 

massive and extensive suburban growth after the Second World War. They created a 

di f fked  settlement pattern and an absolute flexibility in choosing locations for 

both residential and 'business activities: "With the increasing urbanization of 

the suburbs in the 1960s and 1970s, a transition has been occurring from the 

city-dominant/suburbpendent spatial relationship to a far more complex 

intrametropolitan structure with its urban elements scattered almost randmly 

within the regional city" (Muller, 1976). 

At the same time, central cities declined in population and activity. As 

early as 1919 public-mrk programs had to be launched in order to improve the 

deteriorated cities. These included public housing programs (U.S. Department of 

Labor, 1920), public lmilding construction and all sort of infrastructure 

improvements. Also huge investments in highways, tunnels, bridges and other 

private transportation infrastructure made for a new inner-city landscape. 

the so-called "urban renewal" action was probably the most important step tmards 

concentrating business, banks and offices in downtm districts. U r b a n  

redevelopent ms one of the major fields of action by the late fifties: 

were suhnitted to federal and local authorities to correct traffic congestion, 

provide new commercial and office centers and demolish-rebuild obsolete buildings 

But 

plans 

12 
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in 

in 

central sectors. The demolishing fever had reached one of its highest points 

the 1930s after tkre Great Depression, emptying the greatest city downtowns of 

valuable buildings (notably in Chicago). 

job throughout the sixties and seventies, only to make damtowns more tertiary- 

specialized areas. 14 

"Urban renewal" programs completed the 

Redevelopment projects in inner-cities resulted in increasing numbers of 

displaced residents, that led t'he proportions of housing shortage to worrying 

figures in mid-1950s. 

provide adequate acccmdations to low-income families after the 1954 Housing Act 

prescribed standards for housing and renewal projects and provided federal funds. 

The total of these slum-clearance projects authorized under 1949 and 1954 Acts, 

was 340 in 218 cities. 

substandard &ellings on 8,000 slum areas, but redevelopent w a s  substantially 

complete3 only at relatively minor sites in nine cities (McKelvey, 1968). But 

the overall effect of urban renewal action on cities was undoubtedly that of a 

loss of residential uses in central locations. Former inhabitants in the 

cleared areas scattered throughout the metropolis as they were relocated in 

designated new housing areas. 15 

Slum clearance and public hausing programs tried to 

Dennolition had started at 216 projects involving 108,000 

The future of the inner city is still a dilemma, although new urban 

processes have arisen in the last fifteen years. 

the percentage of population grCkJth shared by suburbs, central cities and rural 

areas from 1970. 

also Table 4 for percent chanqes in decennial periods). 

d d e s  of continuous population exodus from inner cities to suburbia the process 

has nearly reached its top level. 

still there, living in suburban areas. 

Figure 3 sham a clear shift i n  

Submhs still continue growing but not at the same speed (see 

It seems that after 

Nevertheless, 44.2% of U . S .  poplation is 

For the last fifteen years, 

13 
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intrametropolitan dec:oncentration involved.not only people but also activity. 

"Historical trends have drained the Central Business District and its environs of 

much manufacturing, wholesaling, and retailing activity. Together with the 

decline of railroad commutation and the pressure for car storage, these trends 

have rendered much of the built environment of the urban core empty, underused 

and derelict" (Conzen, 1983). This transformation implied the emergence of a 

considerable number of outlying urban centers, intensifying the spread of 

employment over a larger metropolitan territory. Deconcentration of economic 

activity in metropolitan areas was calculated to be in progress still in 1970. 

Percent s u b u r b  share of total jobs was 51.8 in Philadelphia, 62.2 in Ebston, 

49.9 in Baltimore and 54.9 in Washington by 1970 (Muller, 1976). 

Notwithstanding, a wide array of business functions, administrative offices and 

bank headquarters have remained in downtom areas, even producing a new 

skyscraper construction boam in the core of most of the largest cities, and 

therefore resulting in a further specialization of those areas. 16 

2.3 Counterurbanization and new metropolitan t r e e  

Two recent phenomena can describe the outstanding trends 'of late 

metropolitan evolution. O n  one hand, slaw growth and counterurbanization 

represent major facets of urban change in America, a shift to  nonmetropolitan 

grawth or diffuse urbanization. 

taking place in the metropolis, involving core-periphery displacements and 

On the other hand, a new internal dichotomy is 

substantially changing most of the ideas on the city prevailing ten years ago. 

For the first time in this century the nonmetropolitan population is graving 

faster than the populi3tion of metropolitan areas (14.1 and 10.5 percent 

respectively beheen 1970 and 1980; 8.3 and 6.2 percent between 1980 and 1985). 

Population of many rural  areas and small tawns has been increasing significantly 

14 
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for the last fifteen years, whereas a lot of large cities and their metropolitan 

areas have either ceased growing or decreased in number of people. The largest 

metropolitan areas registered 1.5 and 0.1 percent decline in population over the 

t m  last decades, revealing a shift of pattern prevailing up to 1960s. 

phenomenon has been called counterurbanization: "Urbanization, the process of 

population concentration has been succeeded in the United States by 

cmterurbanization, is. process of population deconcentration characterized by 

smaller sizes, decreasing densities and increasing local homogeneity, set within 

widening radii of national interdependence" (Berry, 1980). In figure 4 ,  United 

States total poplation growth decennial indexes are compared to metropolitan and 

nonmetropolitan ones. 

total; the turning point being situated in 1970. Conzen (1983) states that 

socio-demagraphic behaviors and technological progress are the causes of s low 

grcwth tendencies: "The causes of this historic deceleration in growth are a 

mixture of socio-demgraphic trends and technological change. 

been mostly constant, but birth rates have fallen significantly since the postwar 

baby boom from 18.2 to 15.8 per thousand during the 1970s. 

reduced availability of energy have directly threatened urban living standards. 

Meanwhile a "rural rennaissance" has occurred in the form of increased migration 

to small tams whether for retirement, second hunes or a response to the mystique 

of rural living in "safe" places removed from large-city ills. 

have been aided by the broad diffusion of new technology for both domestic 

cmfort (telephone and television) and business decentralization (computers and 

coaxial cable)" 

much of the deceleration of the grclwth 

The 

Metropolitan areas are graving slower than the national 

Death rates have 

High costs and 

Such movements 

O t h e r  analyses suggest economic forces being responsible for 

the urban population (Imq arid D e A r e ,  

15 
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1983), so that new jobs are being added as rapidly in rural areas as they are in 

urban area!d7 

S l m  growth and counterurbanization are not geographically uniform. Surveys 

based on the last Census data reveal that while Northern major metropolis areas 

have stopped their growing, Southern and Western metropolitan continue their 

progress at a 

are therefore 

general. 18 

Northern 

significant rate. 

different, although deceleration in central cities growth is 

"Frostbelt" and "Sunbelt" population dynamics 

states increased their overall population in a 2.4% (1970-1982), to 

compare to the 26.2% growth in Southern and Western states. 

Northeast region metrlqmlitan population descended from 43,142,000 to 43,291,000 

from 1970 to 1980, 

42,217,000 to 51,415,000, and in the Western region, 29,159,000 to 35,?72,000.19 

As a whole, 

In the same period and in the South region the figures wre 

Ten first metropolitan areas declined in population, whereas sunbelt metropolitan 

areas had a significant growth rate in the same 1970-80 period: Los Angeles 

(12%), San Diego (37%), Houston (65%). 

The New York metropolitan area lost 699,703 inhabitants f m  1970 to 1984, 

Chicago 34,995, Philadelphia 55,722 and Boston 66,491. On the other hand, San 

Francisco metropolitan area increased its population in 60,175 inhabitants, 

Dallas in 614,000, lhs Angeles in 859,240 and Hauston in 1,270,000. 

figures are still more conclusive when referring to cities thenrselves.20 

The reasons for 31980s sunbelt growth have still not been definitely 

These 

determined, but location preference patterns seem to have changed for  many 

industries due to h e r  labor costs, cheaper land and other 

wll as to environmental factors (wanner climates and lwer 

general shift to a service sector econa$' has favored the 

economic reasons, as 

congestion). The 

sunbelt, where 

16 



service industries ( h e a l t h ,  military, government) have been settling 

significantly since 1970 (Stanbach, 1981). Notwithstanding, the frostbelt is 

keeping the heavy industry (basic industries of manufacturing and mining) as well 

as other important industries (notably high-tech centers, link.ed to scientific 

research and developnent) and services (finances, real estate administration and 

other) 

The extraordinary demograhpic and economic grcwth of the Southern and Western 

states - implying a large-scale population redistribution - linked to the new 

"s1m growth"-"counterurbanization" pattern, strongly characterizes the 

territorial changes n3w in operation. 

producing a new settlement system? 

Is the national shift to a service economy 

In addition to these phenomena, also the internal structure of cities is 

changing-. 

metropolitan areas. 

already in progress bq early 1970s. 

central areas in the 1920s, four wre created in the suburbs. 

and construction, but also manufacturing jobs are now found out in suburban 

areas. 

move to suburbs as we11 (see Muller, 1981 and Conzen, 1983). 

We said &.fore that roughly three in four Americans live within 

1% also noted that deconcentration of people and jobs was 

In fact, for each new job created in the 

Not only retail 

And still more: offices and some corporate headquarters have begun to 

Deconcentration of the econarny has keenly affected the city-center, but 

paradoxically damtown areas have maintained their activity and expansion. The 

consequences of deconcentration can be best observed in the sections of central 

cities surrounding damtowns. 

manifested in a rebirth of skyscrapers and all kinds of multi-purpose buildings 

(New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore are clear examples), degrxkition and decline 

are i n  net increase in whole sections of the inner-city. Soth prospering 

While a new investment era i n  dciwntown is 
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downtowns and degradated areas are sometimes so close that they bring amazing 

contrast. 

The new dawntown l ife is also einphasizedi by the resettlement of higher 

socio-econmic status groups. After the escape to suburbs of middle classes in 

1950s and 1960s (tens of millions of people went out tmards the suburbs of the 

"American Dream" in that period), the return to the inner city is much more 

selective, more indiv.idualized and discriminating, and involves specific and 

clearly defined areas of the inner-city. Gentrification has been opposed to 

1960s "urban renewal" (Hewig, 1980), pointing out that the process is less 

sudden, less massive and less visible than the publicly mandated remodeling 

actions of thirty years ago. As intrametropolitan migration trends show that 

middle classes continue to settle in the outer suburbs, gentrification is a 

limited process, affecting only very specific groups of people and a particular 

type of neighborhood. Cechini and Marcelloni (1985) expressed the idea that "the 

return of managanent centers and prestige residences to the downtown areas ( . . . )  

is an expression of substantial changes in the American myth. In short, a new 

technological aristocracy is taking over the city centers. This is something 

entirely new for the Americans. It requires and adopts  value^,^ spaces, 

complexities, proximities and symbols of urban centrality in which the individual 

carries out all the day's activity. Maybe for the very first time, the apartment 

is seen as being an ickologically suitable alternative to the "house", discarding 

the American dream as something fit only for the lower classes". While the 

ethnic minorities are still trapped in clusters in central areas 22, the standard 

American family's charging structure23 is perhaps creating the objective 

conditions to assume the ideological values given to the central city by today's 

quantitatively irrelemnt gentrifiers. 



_ -  
'Re confluence of all these processeshas reinforced the specialization of 

cities in diverse ecclnomic categories and at the same time made stronger areal 

polarization within the city, sharply defining its different zones. American 

cities consist today in a series of well-defined and high-specialized, simply 

juxtaposed, badly-coclrdinated clusters. Such tendencies develop freely, "in 

total absence of any idea or any planned process. If by "planning" we mean a 

social idea of the city, of the organization and use of urban space and its 

facilities, it emerges as a long and drawn-out coxpest. It is imperfect because 

it aims to be democratic, and it raises conflict because it tries to keep to a 

middle path. But it remains a conquest: although it does not perhaps offer any 

absolute guarantee against undersired transformation of the land, it nevertheless 

acts as a filter for evaluating and weakening the worst of less socially 

acceptable programs" (Cechini and Marcelloni, 1985). 
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3. THE ADMINISTRATIVE: FRAMEKlRK OF METROPOLITAN EXPAN!3ION 

In spite of the fact that 9netropolitan districts" were defined by the 

United States Bureau of the Census as early as in 1910, they have never been 

legally recognized as a unit of govemnent. So f a r  as the established system of 

local government inst:itutions has survived, and even increased. their powr, a 

long history of desires and attempts to organize the metropolis, a continuous 

search for metropolitan government, m y  be drawn. €3ut only the creation of 

independent metropolitan-district authorities to perform specific functions 

provided smetiines partial, uncoordinated answrs to outstanding problems of the 

largest cities. Coun ty  and municipal governments - together with other minor 

types of local governments - already constitute the only politically elected 
bodies and so the.ones that support the administrative franemrk of the 

metropolis. 

This part of the paper deals with the present organization of American local 

government, trying to asses its implications for metropolitan requirements and 

needs. 

3.1 Defining the metropolis 

A n  early def'inition of "metropolitan districts" w a s  introduced by the United 

States Bureau of the Census in 1910, which designates cities of at least 200,000 

population as the core of a metropolitan district. In 1940, the concept expanded 

to cities of 50,000 o:r more inhabitants with a density of at lc-t 150 persons 

per square mile (0.58 persons per hectare) within their territory. Such early 

definitions tried to cope with increasing suburbanization in large cities. 

provided a new territorial uni t  to make it possible to identify and obtain 

statistical data not king subjected to municipal or other administrative 

They 

limits .*4 

20 



_ -  
The "Standard Metropolitan Area'' (SMA) concept 

the Budget with the advice of the newly established 

developed by the meau of 

Federal Committee on Standard 

Metropolitan Areas , replaced "metropolitan districts" in 1950. The SMAS 

consisted of one or nure contiguous counties containing at least one city of 

50,000 or more inhabitants. Additional counties had to meet certain criteria of 

metropolitan character and of social and economic integration with the central 

county in order to be included in a SMA. 

upon population density criteria, as 1910s metropolitan districts were. 

was defined in terms of entire counties or county equivalents, in order to make 

compatible all administrative divisions. Changes in the official criteria have 

been &e at the time of each Census, but more of these changes have involved 

significant deviations from the basic metropolitan concept. 

designation of "Standard Metropolitan Area" (SMA) was changed to "Standard 

Metropolitan Statistical A r e a ' '  (SMSA). Complicatedl regulations, standards and 

procedures have been Ideveloped by the Federal Committee on Standard Metropolitan 

Statistical Areas. SWAs (or simply MSAs) are defined as follows: "Each SMSA has 

one or more "central counties" containing the area's main population 

concentration. 

ecomic and social relationships with the central counties. 

have a specified level of commuting to the central counties and also imst meet 

certain standlards rqwding inetropolitan character, such as high population 

density. 

whole counties. Each MSA has at least one "central city". 'fhe titles of E A ' S  

include up to three central city names as well as the name of each state into 

which the MSA extends. Additonal places not in the title also can be central 

cities. 

So the SMA was not more based primarily 

The SMA 

In 1960 the 

A n  MSA also may include outlying counties that have close 

Such counties must 

In New Engliuzd, MSA's are cmposed of cities and tams rather than 
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In MSA with a papulation of 1 million or more, PMSA's may be identified. 

Each such area consist of a large urbanized county or cluster of counties that 

demonstrates very strong internal economic and social links, in addition to close 

ties to neighboring areas; local opinion must support separate recognition of 

PMSA's. 

redesignated a @EA. 

Canmerce, Bureau of the C e n s u s ,  1986). 

When PMSA's are defined, the MSA of which they are cmponent parts is 

Not all M A ' s  have a central city. (U.S.Department of 

The standards for establishing MSAs, CMSAs and PMSAs are divided into 16 

numbered sections: "T'he first eight sections contain the basic standards for 

defining metropolitan, statistical areas in all States except the New -land 

States. They specify standards for determining: 

H m  large a population nucleus must be to qualify as a metropolitan 

statistical area. (Section 1) 

The central cown.ty(ies) of the metropolitan statistical area. (Section 2) 

Whether additional "outlying" counties have sufficient metropolitan 

character and integration with the central county(ies) to qualify for 

inclusion in the metropolitan statistical area. (Section 3) 

The central city or cities of each metropolitan statistical area. 

(Section 4 )  

Whether two  adjacent metropolitan statistical areas qualify to be 

consolidated or 'combined. (Section 5 and 6) 

Four categories lor "levels" of metropolitan statistical areas, based on 

the total population of each area. (Section 7 )  

The title for each metropolitan statistical area. (Section 8) 
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Follming these eight basic sections, there are three standards (Sections 9 

through 11) which provide a franemrk for identifying primary metropolitan 

statistical areas within metropolitan statistical areas of at least 1 million 

population. 

statistical areas have been identified is designated a consolidated metropolitan 

statistical area. 

A metropolitan statistical area in which primary metropolitan 

The concluding group of standards (Sections 12 through 16) applies only to 

the New England States. 

composed of cities and t a m s  rather than whole counties. Section 12, 13, and 14 

specify h w  to define and title New Ebgland metropolitan statistical areas, and 

Sections 15 through 16 state how to identify and title primary and consolidated 

metropolitan statistical areas within areas of at least a million population. 1125 

These long quotations may help to understand the enormous difficulties that 

In these states, metropolitan statistical areas are 

arise from the intent of producing definitions that want to be as consistent as 

possible for all metropolitan statistical areas nationwide. 

The number of metropolitan areas thus defined was 140 in 1940, 172 in 1950, 

215 in 1960, 247 in 1970 and 288 in 1980. In  October 1984, a total of 261 IS& , 

21 CMSAs and 73 PEJZSAS were classified (see figure 5). 

Defining the metropolis only for statistical purposes and through standards 

to measure the degree of econanic and social inteqration of the adjacent 

ccmmnities to the nucleus, these communities being entire counties, has resulted 

in unmeasured delimitations. The concept of "urbanized consisting of 

the physically continimus built-up area around each large city, but not the 

scattered suburban and semi-rural areas on its periphery, provided a more concise 

area, but it has not been so widely used i n  urban studies and surveys. 

the considerable extension of MSis and FMSAS, and the enormous size of a S A s ,  

Instead, 

23 



--. 5 . 
- .  

brings them near to the "metropolitan regions" idea. The "Regional Plan of New 

York and its environs"27, for example, was drawn in 1929 after defining a New 

York region of 14,217 km2 (that is smaller than the present cl?SA). 

presently designated "regions" to the purpose of planning as well as 

transportation advice and other functions are almost coincident with statistical 

metropolitan 

large-scale operatioins are desired and must be given priority, in a coordinated 

framework of functions involving the whole area, may criteria to physically 

define a territory be found. 

government. 

Most of the 

Nevertheless, only from a previous idea of what kind of 

That leads us to the question of the metropolitan 

3.2 Ucal qovernment:fin metropolitan areas. 

W l y  metropolitan authorities, organized on a functional basis and 

appointed by the governors, had relieved the pressure for specific services in 

New York, Chicago anci Boston in the first decade of this centuy. 

Plan Association movmnent also provided a platform to prompt metropolitan 

governments in the late twnties. 

government continued during the years of the Great Depression and after the 

Second World W a r ,  being always frustrated by state governments, which remained 

indifferent or hostile to the emergent local pattern. (McKelvey, 1968). 

The Regional 

But the desire for some form of metropolitan 

As the population increased in suburban areas, state legislators reduced the 

cities' initiative by shifting inany responsibilities to the ccmties and by 

creating metropolitan agencies to perform specific functions. 

metropolitan reorganization, especially after the fomation of a metropolitan 

government in Toronto and Miami in 1954, occurred. "Metropolitan studies 

multiplied in the late fifties.( ...) Both local and national foundations 

supported these studies in specific cities and backed low-range research 

New attempts at 
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programs on the problem of metropolitan govemnent at university centers in 

Michigan, Pennsy1vani.a and Texas ,  among several other states" (McKelvey, 1968) .*' 
The same or similar pressures frm academic and professional sectors to urge 

metropolitan organization and metropolitan planning continued during the sixties 

and seventies and up to now, although the movement wakened considerably in the 

last decade. Introducing metropolitan governments, though largely seen as a 

necessity (Long, 1965; Levin, 1962) implied fundamental structural changes at 

several political and! administrative levels that states could not or did not to 

face. 

creation of advisory agencies that prepare surveys on specific planning problems 

in some cities. 

abut whether metropolitan planning w a s  wanted or needed, but they tend to focus 

on specific issues, such as public transportation, sewerage and water systems, 

Attempts to organize the metropolis have succeeded only partially with the 

Such agencies were created after the long 1960s discussions 

and the like. But that is precisely the way that even in the early 1940s was 

recammended to be avoided: "A separate govermment for each function would be the 

ideal solution of the problem of governmental areas from the point of view of 

single-interest groups. This would mean a plethora of special areas and special 

governments, resulting in the further disintegration of authority and dispersion 

of control, the incre*ase of ruinous canpetition for available tax resources, and 

1941).30 The continued unco-ordinated planning of governmental services" (Jones, 

action of specialized agencies, may be added, tends to favor a partial 

understanding of urban problems and therefore to make more difficult an 

integrated or general idea for the city.31 

So far as the organization of local government in the United States has been 

based on County and Municipal 

states, and Special 011: School 

government (as well as T m n s h i p  governments i n  some 

District goverrvrrents to provide specific services), 
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metropolitan areas have remained only statistical units. Their jurisdictional 

fragmentation has been historically explained as a factor that: offers important 

advantages to the process of capital accumulation, allowing a segregated 

reproduction of the different social strata (Nel.10, 1985). 

my be to explain the diversity and carplacity that characterize the 

administrative organization of local communities, the political, economic and 

social implications are enormous. 

here imprtant enough to deserve a separate discussion. 

Whatever the reasons 

Those of them that affect urban planning are 

3 . 3  Implications of local government structure on urban p l ann i s  

The political fragmentation of the American metropolis into different local 

governments has continuously been redtucing the scope of urban planning to 

partial, sectional actions that lack a comprehensive concept of the city. 

the specific characteristics of the great American cities, examined above, it is 

clear that a consideration of the whole areas involved in urban transformations 

Due to 

and processes is essential to a proper understanding of the context in which 

planning operates. A planning program or a general direction must galvanize all 

different actions, co-ordinate functions and democratically assure control of 

decisions that affect the different cumunities living and using the same urban 

(metropolitan) structures. 

The urban context in which American cities have been developing during the 

last years (See 2.3) is that of slackening grmth rates and depth specialization 

of each different section. 

rings continues to be prelevant in major cities, and a limited but ideologically 

intriguing gentrification process is also occurring. 

involve both the core and the periphery of the city. 

Deconcentration of people and activity to suburban 

These are phenanena that 

Therefore, cities and 
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suburbs, that is to say metropolitan areas, have to be considered together t o  get 

a correct understanding of urban dynamics. 

New trends in planning are taking shape in different countries in the 

eighties. Urban planning, and even metropolitan planning, are no longer timeless 

zone-regulation instruments aiming t o  control land uses or urban initiatives, as 

they used to be i n  the past. 

cmbining correctly small and large-scale actions, timing them properly in the 

The new plans pose an implicit challenge: that of 

short-term or medium-term. That means also a clear commitment: to carry them into 

execution. This is crucial, for securing planning implementation requires a 

decision-making framemrk that should be appropriate to the scope of its 

operational structure. It seem clear that metropolitan planning on an advisory 

basis does not facilitate a strong effectiveness. 

It must be pointed out that urban planning tendencies in the new urban 

context focus on qualifying the existing urban areas and try to implement an 

integrated set of actions dealing with the form of the entire city. Whether such 

a synthesis may be contained in a plan depends largely on both the suitability of 

the chosen ambit of operation and the political commitment to put ideas into 

effect. 

partial responses to previous maladjusbnents. 

Otherwise planning would be permanently restricted to only giving 

The lack of significant political structure in metropolitan areas leads to a 

dispersal of action and, what is worse, to an important erosion of the philosophy 

of city government. 

"the future of the city lies in our capcity to develop a political philosophy of 

the self-governing camunity that can inform the fragmented mass of the 

metropolitan area with a meaninghil cannon political life. 

that succeeds in creating a political form and a philosophy and leadership to go 

.As Norton E. Long put it in his forceful article of 1965: 

The metropolitan area 



with it will ensure t:he survival of local self-government and the emergence of a 

new great age of cities in the United States” (Long, 1965) 
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4 .  "HE AMERICAN N O R T m T E R N  CITIES: A FEEXFENCE TO BARCELONA 

Trying to compare the urban evolution of E3arcelona -or any other 

Mediterranean city- with that of American cities is always a hard andl risky 

exercise. 

this paper is enough to highlight the strmctural differences that characterize 

both system of cities. 

the maintenance and even the reinforcement of different behaviors. 

The short analysis of American metropolitan evolut.ion contained in 

The present situation and tendencies observed do confirm 

Patterns of 

use, density, activity, and distribution of ecolZCdnic wealth in inner cities and 

suburbs are prminent indicators of those different models. 

Notwithstanding,, this fourth part of the paper is tracing a parallel 

analysis of metropolitan developnent of both Barcelona and sane American older 

cities.32 Questions that inmediately arise are: how deep are such structural 

differences?, what processes already experienced - or recently detected - by 

American cities may also occur in the Mediterranean region? what  could be the 

role of urban plannirlg in correcting undesirable tendencies?, what is the effect 

of jurisdictional fragmentation of metropolitan areas upon urban dynamics? and 

what is the scope of planning in American and European cities in the 1 9 8 0 ~ ? ~ ~  

This paper will not provide definite -rs to those questions but only suggest 

possible directions, thus contributing to a better formulation of the 

metropolitan problem. 

4.1 A Mediterraneanmmetropolis: Barcelona 

A short presentation of Ehrcelona will be necessary before going forward. 

It will be very concise and will concern only metropolitan developnent and 

planning. It is conducted through three main topics: first, the background of a 

capital city; second, its metropolitan growth and articulation; and third, the 

scale and problems of urban planning.34 
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4.1.1 Barcelona: from pre-industrial city 'to metropolis 

Barcelona is the capital of Catalunya -an autonanous entity within the 

Spanish state with its own government and political institutions- and the second 

City in Spain. We my compare Catalunya and Maryland, just to get a dimensional 

idea of both territories: 

LaI-ld (b2) Population (inhabs) Density( inhab. /Ian2) 

(1984) Maryland, U.S.A. 25,471 4,349,000 
(1986) Catalunya, Spin 31,962 5,956,414 

170 
186 

While in Maryland 4,093,802 inhabitants live in Baltimore and Washington 

metropolitan areas (about 93% of total), in Catalunya there are 3,019,435 people 

living in the metropolitan area of E3arcelona (that is only 50.69% of total 

population of the country). 

In the middle of the nineteenth century Barcelona reached a critical point 

when its population density became too great for the space available within the 

city's walls. 

long sought-after demolition in 1854. 

The population pressure and the need for expansion led to their 

The plan drawn up by the engineer Ildefonso Cerda,35 approved in 1859, was 

to organize the city's expansion, which covered the entire nearly virgin plain 

separating the old central district from the surrounding towns. 

area occupied in recent years by the grcming population and new industries that 

could not longer find roan in Barcelona. 

This was the 

The proximity of these municipalities, their growth rate and their close 

relations with the city made it advisable to incorporate them into the Barcelona 

municipal district in the early twentieth century. 

even further because of those deriving from the city's grawth itself (public 

mrks projects, large infrastructures such as the undergruurd railway - the 

Activities grew and increased 
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submy, etc.). All this favored the movement of a large mass of laborers into 

Barcelona from the rest of Catalonia and Spain. 

Repeating the process of a hundred years before on a larger scale, a second 

peripheral ring of industries and wrking-class neighborhoods g r e w  up on the weak 

foundations of the surrounding municipalities, which soon found themselves taxed 

beyond their limits. 

drawing up and approving a "Regional Plan covering- the capital city of Barcelona 

and the surrounding towns that live and develop with it" in 1953, as well as the 

creation of a national autonomous agency known as the Barcelona Urban Planning 

Canmission (C.U.B. ) that was to enswe the P h n ' s  implementation. 

The dangers of this type of "oil-slick" expansion justified 

From the legal standpoint, the most important novelty w a s  the willingness to 

approach the supramunicipal problem jointly, without going as far as 

administrative annexation. This resulted in the configuration that has existed 

till today under the Barcelona Metropolitan Corporation, which included 27 

municipalities. 

competence to include responsibilities having to do with the establishment, 

management, provision and inspection of public services of a regional nature, 

such as transportation, water supply and sewers, housing, etc. This change - 

reflected in the agnecy's new name, Urban Planning and Joint Services Commission 

for E3arcelona and Other Municipalities - came about because of the need for 

better financial and management possibilities to cope with the functional 

requirements of an area undergoing a process of metropolitanization, and the 

progressive accumu1at:ion of deficits generated by rapid, chaot:ic growth. 

Indeed, above and beyond the statements of intentions in the 1953 Plan, the 

country's econunic reality was imperative; the priority of the moment was to 

favor - at the lowest possible cost - industrialization and development, 

In 31960, the Special Act of Barcelona expanded the C.U.B.'s 
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follming the model that arose spontaneously and w a s  reinforced by the 

"developnentalistf' conceptions of the sixties, which centered around pclwerful 

poles like the Barcelona region. 

Waves of imigration increased and reached their peak around 1965. In 1970 

the area's population - excluding the capital - approached the million mark, 

doubling the forecasts made for that year in 1953. 

Connivance of certain non-demcratic corporations with local economic agents 

opened the door to all types of abuses. To the abaninable quality of housing and 

residential areas was: often added manifest misrepresentation or non-compliance 

with laws, including changes of use, loss of open spaces, increase in building 

peemnits, etc., that totally distorted the general meaning and specific positive 

aspects contained.in the 1953 Plan. 

As we entered the seventies a double phenomenon became evident. On the one 

hand, Barcelona had practically reached the saturation point of her municipal 

district and radically cut dawn its growth process, part of which shifted toward 

the neighboring municipalities that continued their rapid growth. On the other 

hand, a third peripheral ring had consolidated with its base as the powerful ring 

of cities made up of Mataro, Granollers, Sabadell, Terrassa and Martorell, w h i c h  

was closed off to the south by Vilafranca and Vilanova. Together with the more 

traditional centers, other municipalities were sites for important industrial 

implantation and abundant imigration. 

It was rum all this area that acted increasingly like a functional unit with 

all the cosnplex interdependencies that characterize a metropolitan area. 

4.1.2. A metropolitan government 

The review of the 1953 Plan went ahead, but was strictly limited to the 

demrcation of the 27 initial municipalities instead of the 13'3 that mde up the 

32 



. 
9 -  

frustrated project. 

in March 1974 under 

After long 

the name of 

years of mrk, the review w a s  initially approved 

the General Metropolitan Plan (G.M.P.). A few 

months later (August 1974), a Decree-Act completely changed the nature of the 

area's managing body, andl the old Commission became the Corporacio Metropolitana 

de Barcelona, retaining the scope of 1953 but losing the nature of an autonomous 

agency and becaning a. local govemnent, with the municipalities playing a direct 

role through second-degree, weighted representation. 

This institutional configuration and the final approval of the G.M.P. (July 

1976) defined the legal framemrk in which the new metropolitan government 

resulting from the first democratic municipal elections in April 1979 had to 

move. 

This form of metropolitan government has been in operation from 1974 to 

1987. After it was strongly critized by the autonamous government of Catalunya 

during the last two years, a law was approved to substitute it by two different 

agencies with specific and limited programs in April, 1987. 

agencies will deal with metropolitan planning and the other with water 

One of these 

The reasons for removing the metropolitan institution appear to be mainly 

influenced by prevailaing political strategies in the Catalunya government. 

Considering the degree of consolidation and urban characteristics of the 

metropolitan territory, and the achievements of its governnent during a long 

period of time, such a decision is clearly a backwards step. 

the city itself are to be studied after a significant time of operation of the 

new administrative structures. 

Its implications on 

4.1.3 Planning metropaitan Barcelona. 

The G.M.P. proposed to  meet four priority goals: to save the few remaining 

open spaces, reduce building intensity, prevent new abuses and correct the 
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deficits in infrastructure and utilities accumulated in preceding years. 

Furthermore, the Plan encompassed program orientations with a view to the future: 

enhancing the role 0.f Barcelona as Catalunya's great service center, expanded to 

compete nationally and internationally; favoring the appearance of complementary 

centers; maintaining and fostering industrial activity as the engine of economic 

progress; ensuring operation of the metropolitan system through a communications 

netwrk that would provide easy access to all points.37 

The basis for these last goals and their specification in certain planning 

proposals evidenced the confidence in maintaining the econanic and population 

dynamics of the Barcelona area that presided over the gestation of the G.M.P. In 

this sense, we should recall that it was drawn up during the period of expansion 

prior to the general economic crisis that began in 1973 and coincided also with 

the start of a new phase of moderate demographic growth resulting f ran  the 

simultaneous incidence of two factors: on the one hand, the drop in immigration 

caused by lack of job prospects in the Barcelona area, one of the areas in Spain 

hardest hit by unemployment; and on the other hand a fall in the birth rate, a 

phenomenon of canplex origins generalized throughout the country, particularly 

after 1975. 

This socioeconomic context and the consequences of the lack of control and 

irregularities in the non-democratic town halls marked the priorities that would 

be the focus of activity for the new corporations and the metropolitan 

institution: stabilization, effectiveness and openness of management, bringing 

the agencies closer t:o the public, reorientation t o e  the qualitative aspects 

as opposed to the quantitative side of urban developent (facilities and 

services, parks and gardens, internal refom, protection of the natural 

environment); functional integration of the metropolitan unit, with equitable 
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distribution of the drawbacks and benefitsarising from the implementation of 

common services, etc. 

These goals were spell4 out explicitly in the "Bases fo:r an Action Program" 

of March 1980 and later reasserted by the "Directives" approved by the 

Metropolitan Council on 12 March, 1981, when the program lines that were to guide 

the activities of the first democratic government were laid 

The new team's initial obsemration was that, although there were important 

legal, institutional andl territorial limitations that made it difficult to make 

an effective impact on the metropolitan reality in all its complexity and 

dimension, it was also true that the gravity of the inherited problem 

necessitated immdiate decisions and actions in the area concerned (Corporacio 

Metropolitana de Barcelona, 1983). 

4 . 2  The size of a metropolis 

The size of cities, considered only the administrative delimitation that 

defines a municipality, depends largely on many historical and political factors 

that are scarcely concern& with u r h n  problems. 

consolidated municipalities around a central city has always made the process of 

The existence of other 

institutionalization of metropolitan areas a difficult one. 

Table 5 shms the extension of different cities and their metropolitan 

areas. Compared to Ehrcelona, it is clear that different concepts have been used 

used in qualifying metropolitan areas. 

Area" concept, including the "primary" and "consolidated" areas distinction, has 

been previously analyzed in this paper (see 3.1). 

sufficient metropolitan character and integration with the central county may be 

included in a %A, the assessment of those possible links becanes the most 

relevant criterion in defining a metropolitan area. 

The "Standard Metropolitan Statistical 

As outlying counties with 

In short, the spII2sA concept 
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is 

at 

based on a model of an urban area in which people work at the center and live 

the periphery: The metropolitan area stops at the boundary of the 

commutershed. 

reality, as more and more places of employment locate at the periphery and, 

consequently many people who live beyond commuting distance to the city center do 

canmute to those suburban jobs (Blumenfeld, 1986). 

But it has been contested arguing that it no longer corresponds to 

Barcelona's metropolitan area (Barcelona-CMB) was firstly defined in 1953 

using implicit geographical criteria, but no economic or social standards were 

used to measure intensity of commuting or other links. 

coincident with the urbanized area around the city. 

only 478 Km2; that is the extension of a single city or nearly in most other 

cases. The city of Madrid, for instance, has a surface of 607 Km2. 

of surface when comparing Barcelona to Anerican cities are also important. 

Cities of less population, as Boston, Washington, Baltimore, and Detroit, am a 

much larger municipal territory. 

population as Barcelona, has three and a half times more space (352,23 Km2 and 

99,31 K m 2 ) .  

The area is today almost 

It occupies a surface of 

Differences 

A city like Philadelphia, with the same 

Barcelona is in that sense a very -11 city. Its specific history, as well 

as the spread of' industrial and economic activities over its surroundings from 

the very beginning of the industrial revolution provided a reinforcement of 

little villages, which developed their own local government. 

political endurance, sane of them were incorporated to the cipq in the early 

twntieth century. 

around ~arcelona d e  necessary a metropolitan administration earlier than its 

other Spanish cities. 

after the Spanish Civil W a r ,  Barcelona created its 1953 "Comision de Urbanism" 

In spite of their 

The urban and institutional complexity of the territory 

While Madrid incoporated a second series of municipalities 
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with planning responsibilities over the same area that later would beccune the 

metropolitan area. 

After a few years, howver, a greater metropolitan area was proposed by the 

technical team in charge of the new metropolitan plan, employing criteria that 

approximate the SEJlSA concept.39 This w a s  an area of 3.297 Km2, including 139 

municipalities, and a. population of more than four million inhabitants. 

proposal suhitted but not approved by political authorities in 1968, so the 

The 

area has remained as a study-purpose one, with the name of "Metropolitan Region" 

(MR) 

The present situation, after the removal of the metropolitan 

institutionalized area, is smewhat confused. It sea= that a second-level local 

govenunent, the "ccanarca" will be created as a general administrative division in 

the country. Catalunya has an old tradition of being organized in "cornarcas", a 

unit based on historical, geographical and economic criteria4* Each "camarca" 

has a medium-size city as a capital. Barcelona will get its am "comarca", that 

will probably include only five or six municipalities and therefore a territory 

considerably smaller cmpared to that of the present metropolitan area. 

The area defined in 1953 and institutionalized in 1973 has been effective 

for 34 years. Same particular aspects of its delimitation might have been 

rectified, or sane new municipalities added, in order to make it canpatible with 

the "Comarca" territorial organization of the country. But the approved removal 

of any form of metropolitan institution is undoubtedly too severe an option: it 

leaves the real continuously built-up area without an instance of local 

government and breaks up planning responsibilities. The case of Barcelona, a 

city with only 99,31 km2 of territory surrounded by other thirty or more 

metropolitan cities within the same urbanized territoy - characterized by a 
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pattern of high densities in population and high degree 

not very common. Boston, with only 122,29 Km2, is also 

of econanic activity - is 

a surrounded city and has 

suffered a lot on accmt of it; as in other American cities, the greater part of 

its population lives outside the city and much of the economic: and social 

activities escape local government's control. 

that in spite of its small size, still keeps about 56,36% of the total 

metropolitan population within the city-line. 

population has been observed throughout the last years ... 

This is not the case of Barcelona, 

But a clear tendency to lose 

Though a Metropolitan Region my be defined for planning purposes, 

inheriting the 1968 technical proposals above quoted, that will be a too large 

area for a local government and city-planning. 

necessary, however, to define the main developnent lines, the economic objectives 

for the region or the so-called llStructure Plan". 

area, in Barcelona, for city-scale planning and it definitely cannot help to 

balance metropolitan developnt. 

The Metropolitan Region is 

But is is not the appropriate 

4.3. Metropolitan qr_owth and decline: a demographic approach 

In the aggregate, the United States metropolitan populatilon has never 

stopped increasing, although it grew slaver fran 1970s than before. 

consequence, the percentage of people living in metropolitan areas stabilized at 

about 75% for the last fifteen years. Metropolitan population increased from 

153,693,767 in 1970 (75.6% of total) to 169,430,623 in 1980 (74.8% of total). 

As a 

At the same time, the cities of the Northeastern region evolved in a 

different way. Their inetropolitan areas lost population not only in relative but 

also in absolute terms (see 2.3). In fact, 

population from 1950, Chicago from 1960 and 

New York inetropolitan area bas losing 

Philadelwa and Boston fran 1970. 
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Figure 6 represents this evolution, including updated figures to 1985. (Abler and 

Adams, 1976) 

Population of mnetropolitan areas frm 1960 to 1985 is based on successive 

area defintions .by the United States Bureau of' the Census.41 Table 6 shows the 

exact figures issued by annual census. 

increasing their metropolitan population. 

Only Washington andl Baltimore continue 

New York lost 4,5351,079 irihabitants in 

the last 35 years, that is to say a 35% of the population it h a d  in 1950. The 

rest of metropolitan areas have been slwly weakening. Nevertheless, the 

advanced 1985 figures shaw a tendency to recuperation in all cases. 

Compared to EWcelona, these figures need sane explanation. (See Figure 7) 

First of all, twr, different areas are here shown: Barcelona-CME3, the 

institutiomlized.metropo1itan area up to naw, and Barcelona-MR, a greater area 

or "Metropolitan Region". As it has been said above, only the latter is 

camparable in size to American S E A S .  But Eiarcelona-CME3 may be compared in 

population. Both of them had an impressive growth from 1960 tlo 1980, though the 

MR area grew faster during the 1910s. While it continues gruwing at present, 

the Barcelona-CMB area began to decline in 1980, for the first time in its 

history. 

in 1985.42 

A loss of 77,313 inhabitants was detected after an intercensal survey 

Yet the size of this area is only 478 km2, smaller than sane cities' 

surfaces (among them Chicago and New York). Its behavior is that of a single 

city and it may be profitably compared to that of American cities. 

If we look m at the evolution of cities (Table 7 and Figure 8) differences 

arise immediately. A H  selected American cities present a quick grawth up to 

1930 and, after the Great Hecession decade, again to 1950. This is the peak 

point for all of them (except for New York, that reached the same population 

again in 1970). Therefore, all Northeastern American cities have experienced a 
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long declining period, with 

727,215 inhabitants between 

significant population decrease (New York city lost 

1950 and 1985, Chicago, 628,490, Haltimore 186,138, 

Philadelphia 424,892 and Washington 179,178). 

to lose population after 1980 (some 50,815 inhabitants between 1980 and 1985) 

although it was stabilized from 1970. 

population up to 1970, similar to that experienced by American cities frm 1890 

to 1930. 

caSe of Barcelona. 

the century depends obviously on the persistence of changes that have taken place 

in the economic system and that have led an entire cycle to an end in the mid- 

seventies. 

declining period may be in that sense a reference to metropolitan Wcelona, in 

the understanding of all neatly distinctive circumstances in which each specific 

city has emerged and developed. 

The city of Fhrcelona only began 

The graphic shows a continuous increase of 

The peak pint seems to be placed fifty years after, in 1980, in the 

Whether the decline will continue or not during the rest of 

The experience of Northeastern American cities in their 1930-1980 

4.4 Spatial patterns-compared 

The most distinctive characteristics of: the American city have been shortly 

discussed in 2.2, highlighting the emergence of suburbs as the living environment 

of middle and upper-income social classes, the poorest classes being trapped in 

defined sections of the inner city. 

Table 8 shorn that suburbs still continue growing in population. All 

selected cities, except Boston, had a significant grawth rate in their suburban 

rings between 1970 and 1980 (Daw Jones and Irwin, 1984). Decline of central 

cities is also shcxorn, presenting approximately the same rate in four cities: 

Baltimore (-13.1), Boston (-12.2), Philadelphia (-13.4) and Washington (-15.6), 

through the same decade. 

difficult to knm, due to the inexistence of such a unit to statistical purposes. 

mlution of inner-city or downtam areas is rather 
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But it is knmn their 

rate than that of the 

population has been continuously decreasing at a faster 

city as a whole. Manhattan, for example had its highest 

population in 1910 (about 2.20 million) quickly reduced to 1.87 million in 1920, 

and 1.42 in 1980. (See Ford, 1936, and U . S .  Department of Commerce, 1985). 

In Barcelona, w can distinguish three relevant areas to study its 

demographic evolution. They roughly correspond to the downtam area (Central 

Districts), the rest of the city (Peripheral Districts) and the rest of the 

metropolitan area (Outer cities). Table 9 shows the figures in 1950 and in 1980. 

Central districts are losing population from about the mid 1960s while peripheral 

districts have been stabilized from 1970. 

Barcelona are still graving, but at a sluwer rate since 1975. 

differences of rates between Barcelona and American cities, 1970-1980, in total 

growth, central city (c.c) and suburbs ( s . )  Here central city (c.c.) includes 

Central and Peripherial Districts (that is to say, the whole city of Barcelona). 

The Barcelona metropolitan area increased its population in about one and a 

Metropolitan municipalities outside 

Note in Table 8 

half million inhabitants in that thirty years (1950-1980), but more than one 

million settled in municipalities other than Barcelona itself. 

the city center still keeps 386,636 inhabitants, and the whole city 1,752,627 (in 

a surface of only 99,31 h2). 

abut ten times the population of downtam Baltimore or downtam Philadelphia. 

Therefore, densities are extremely different even considering the whole city. 

While the density of 1 B a r ~ e l 0 ~  is nearly 175 inhabitants per hectare, this index 

ccunes dawn to 37.83 in Baltimore and 47.92 in Philadelphia (other cites have 

similar values as wll: Washington 39.30; Boston 46.02, Chicago, 50.87; and even 

New York, w i t h  its 780,82 lan2 has a density of only 90.56 inhabitants per 

hectare) 

Notwithstanding, 

That means that downtown Barcelona has at present 
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As it has also been pointed out before, inner cities are the areas that 

concentrate the majority of jobs; the "commented-upon" tendencies to employment 

deconcentration in metropolitan areas threaten that supremacy (Muller, 1976) and 

may imply a general shift of the prevailing spatial pattern. 

Baltimore had a total of 358,623 jobs in 1985, that corresponded to 196,995 

people living within the city limits (51.99%) and 180,964 living in the Baltimore 

region (47.76%), plus other 933 living in other places (Maryland Depar~ent of 

Econcunics and Ccenmunity Development, 1986-87). A trustworthy estimate manifestly 

s h m  a loss in the number of jobs placed in central cities, whereas the overall 

figure in metropolitan areas is generally growing (see Table 10). 

exception is Washington, D.C.# due to federal and local goverrunent employment 

specific wight. 

only available figures in an inner-city area - going together with decreasing 

values in New York city and even in New York's B. 

manufacturing and wholesale traiie are conclusive. 43 

The city of 

The only 

It is also worth noting the falling figures in Manhattan - the 

In all cases, losses in 

The number of jobs is 651,013 in Barcelona city (about 269,141 in downtm) 

and 251,739 in the remainder metropolitan area. This is a total of 902,752 jobs, 

with a distribution of 29.896, 42.3% and 27.9% in those three areas (Metropolitan 

Corporation of Barcelona, 1985). 

59.8% of total (13.3% in damtown area), but this index is closer to 100% if we 

consider the whole metropolitan area, with a surface fourteen times smaller than 

that of Baltimore metropolitan region. 

People mrking and living in the city represent 

The grawth of Barcelona has clearly come to an end recently and therefore a 

a new scene, characterized by slackening rates, is on the horizon; but the city, 

having similar concentrations of jobs and activities in its center to that ot 

American cities, keeps substantially inore permanent residents. It is clear that 
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the new urban context that emerges from those general changes must lead to a 

review of: planning methods and strategies. 

4.5. Urban planning in the eighties: scope and focus 

The social and economic changes related above have drawn a new urban 

panorama. 

also came into view to American cities after they stopped growing. 

the structural differences that may be adduced, a camon consequence is to be 

studied in the concern of planning. It is that of a shift in both the way in 

which planners look at the city and in the modes of operation prop~sedl.~* 

A new context arises in Barcelona after a period of fast growth, as it 

In spite of 

In pint of fact, the role of urban planning is not the same in the eighties 

as it was %nty or even ten years ago: surprisingly, it seems to move t m a d  the 

same focus and similar forms of intervention in both American and European 

cities. 

our contemporary urban context as follows. 

We can swnmarize the new attitude and the present scope of planning in 

a) First of all, planning is operating in most cases in an urban scale basis 

- that of a single city or a group of cities - that is always smaller than the 

size of the actual conurbation or continuously urbanized area .in which urban 

problems can be apprehended. This is also true for Barcelona (CMB) and other 

European cities. Therefore, it would be a less comprehensive metropolitan 

(regional) planning either in America or Europe, although suine specific issues or 

functions may be separately organized or planned. 

progress in America fsan a long time ago, is observed in Europe as well in the 

1980s. It is clearly linked t o  the local government structure in metropolitan 

areas (see 3.3): the recent removal of the Greater London Council (G.L.C.) or the 

Corporacio Metropolitma de Barcelona (C.M.B.) do confirm the general lack of 

interest in comprehensive planning affecting areas larger than a city. 

This tendency, already in 
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Ccsnprehensiveness and coordination, if necessary, should have to search for newer 

ways and accomodate to political circwnstances.45 

b) This puts forward the theoretical question of the scales of treatment of 

As far as the consideration of a city alone -- a central city of urban problems. 

a metropolitan area - is not enough to treat and solve a large set of its 

problems, for m y  of them have their origin outside its own limits, planning 

will have to take into account different scales of treatment and operation. The 

simultaneity of use of them inside city-scale planning is therefore an important 

challenge tawards proper coordination between broad policies and specific 

projects, that will iMirectly affect larger areas .46 

correspondence, or agrement, with metropolitan or regional interests could be a 

constricted outlook for planning, but in any case capability of enduring a common 

direction will be threatened by institutional and political structures of local 

gavernment . 

Simulating 

c) In that way, a revival of regional planning on an advisory basis may be 

It appeared in some American cities as a substitute for metropolitan expected. 

governments when they evidenced their failure to succeed. 

plans both in their scope and in their pmer to carry out what they propose or 

simply suggest, for they will lack the administrative framemrk capable to bear 

them. Therefore they will tend to focus on specific issues - transportation is 

the paradigm -that accumulate stronger pressures. 47 

of the Metropolitan Region ( M R )  concept is now getting underway: but this area 

will never get a political recognition other than in advisory council terms. 

This will probably constrain the plan to a generic formulation of economic, 

social and welfare objectives. 

This means limited 

In Barcelona, a reiforcement 

I 

i 

44 



- -  4 . 

d) On the other hand, the continuously slackening demographic rates and new 

changes in housing and employment location in the area of F&rcelona, have 

resulted in an increasing attention to the existing city. 

explosive growth from 1950 through 1975, the city has come to rest. The after- 

grmth situation favors looking back and assess what has been done. In that way, 

urban planning has become more interested in rehabilitation of old neighborhoods 

and neglected structures than in new developments or in urban renewal. 

represents a major change in issues: 

from new housing areas to neighborhood rehabilitation, from mega-structures to 

urban improvement. Even new developments consider carefully their insertion in 

the existing city or their relationship with other interventions. In Europe as 

in America, the new and the old seem to approximate their values or, at least, 

increase their mutual respect. 

After a period of 

That 

from "new towns" to integrated renovation, 

e) The preceding factors are defining a new trend in planning methodology. 

It is that of bringing into focus a selected set of strategic urban actions 

related to each other. 

Though land-use zoning plans are in operation, they have changed their meaning. 

General zoning regulations - controling land use, densities and other indexes - 
are becoming independent of planning itself. Thus, the main direction of a plan 

is contained better in a series of coordinated u r b n  projects rather than in the 

zoning map. 

qualitative aspects, whereas responsibility of regulating or checking current 

operations has been left to zoning. In the United States, the evolution of 

zoning - the criticisms it underwent and the process which went twards modifyinq 

its function - is wrth to be k n m  in detail, from its origins i n  Manhattan to 

the undervalued, merely technical instrument that it is today.49 

They try to implement a more general p.lan for the city.48 

These projects are supped to be mre effective :in order to control 
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Needless to say, all this bears not much likeness to traditional land-use 

planning. This is not neglected, but overcame. Addressing a selected array of 

issues and adopting better defined goals, planners are trying to be more 

effective in the decision nbaking process, and more influential in their attempt 

to improve the living conditions of the citizens. 

assumed ‘both in America and khrope, but in tm rather different ways. 

America it is taking- on the fonn of urban policies that are economically and 

socially biased, in E’urope it largely trusts in physical actions upon the fabric 

of the city. 

The new approach has been 

While in 

f) Planning being more a series of proposals dealing with the shape of the 

existing city rather than an instrument to control its growth, it may be 

understood as a general project. This has three consequences: 

1) A project must be implemented, so that drawing a plan for the city 

muld mean defining its schedule of operation as well. Therefore, 

that wuld make planners more commited to carry out their ideas and 

so increment their effectiveness. 

2 )  Proposals are to be carried into effect within a reasonable term. 

Otherwise they would lose their credibility as a means of having 

a direct effect on the city. 

and take the initiative. 

executive instrument to operate in the short or medium-term. 

3 )  Planning should deal in depth with the formal environment of the 

city. 

seerned to be restricted to produce abstract standards or generic 

regulations, new plans are strongly corrnnited to deal with the 

phFical shape of the city. 

Planning must seize on its proposals 

In that way, planning is becoming an 

Instead of the formulations of the 196Os, in which planning 
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Recent experience of urban planning in Barcelona and its metropolitan area 

during the last ten years of' democratic government indicates a change in that 

direction. The new urban context requires a strong shift in modes of operation. 

Planning is shaping the city in a different my, involving a program of 

coordinated actions in strategic spots. 

of the city to hold the Olympic Games in 1992, will make even stronger the 

New circumstances, 1i.ke the designation 
\ 

commitment to carry ideas into effect. A short-term period is now clearly 

defined by this event, challenging our capacity to impact the city positively. 
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5 .  CONCJ,USION 

Europe i s  keen ly  f o l l o w i n g  t h e  developments c u r r e n t l y  sweeping urban  

America. The s h i f t  t o  a s e r v i c e  economy, a f a s t  d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n ,  and 

d e r e g u l a t - i o n ,  l e a d i n g  t o  new l o c a l i z a t i o n  models ,  s h a r p e r  c o m p e t i t i o n  between 

r e g i o n s ,  and between c i t i e s  i n  a t t r a c t i n g  p e o p l e ,  a c t i v i t y ,  and money, b r i n g s  

abou t  a new urban  dynamic, d i f f e r e n t  b e h a v i o r s  i n  l o c a l  p o l i t i c i a n s  and 

a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  and a l s o  a r a t h e r  quee r  urban imagery. I t  i s  f o r c i n g  a change i n  

p l a n n i n g  t h a t ,  even  i f  n o t  t h o r o u g h l y  unde r t aken  everywhere ,  may be  d e t e c t e d  from 

a d i v e r s e  a s s o r t m e n t  of f a c t s .  A change t h a t  e n t a i l s  a new a t t i t u d e  towards  t h e  

c i t y  . 

I have t r i e d  t o  r ev iew t h e  major f e a t u r e s  t .hat  demons t r a t e  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  

t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  of ' t h e  American c i t y  i n  t h e  e i g h t i e s .  Compared t o  B a r c e l o n a ' s  own 

e v o l u t i o n ,  I have found soine a n a l o g i e s  i n  t h e  g e n e r a l  p r o c e s s e s  and a p o s s i b l e  

t r a n s f e r  of te r idenc ies  t h a t  are o p e r a t i n g  i n  q u i t e  d i s t i n c t  u rban  backgrounds .  

T h i s  is  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  f a c t :  t h e  weight. of t h e  c i t y ' s  he r i t . age  is  s o  heavy i n  

Barceloria (arid o t h e r  European c i t i e s )  t h a t  i t  may s u b s t a n t i a l l y  bias  t h e  e f f e c t s  

t h a t  eqiial , o r  siini J a r ,  p r o c e s s e s  are  p roduc ing  i n  t h e  Aincrican c a s e .  And even  

when we a g r e e  t h a t  a c e r t a i n  convergence  i n  t h e o r e t i c a l  c r i t e r i a  f o r  p l a n n i n g  may 

be o c c u r r i n g ,  i t  i s  s t i l l  c lear  t h a t  p r a c t i c a l  approaclic?s are  c o n s i d e r a b l y  

d i f f e r e n t .  ' rhus ,  t h e r e  is more imp1 i c i  t comprehens ivencss  arid t h e r e  is more 

concern  with t h e  form - t h e  e n t i r e  form - of t h e  c i t y  i n  t h e  Europeari urban 

p o l i c i e s .  On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  American c i t i e s  have a s h o r t e r  t r a d i t i o n  o f  physical 

p lannirlg and appear more v u l n e r n b l c  t o  economic ad jus t ine l i t s .  Hut, howevc?r t h e  

c i r c u m s t a n c e s  may d i f f e r ,  it thorough image of t.hc tiiture of t h e  c i t y  - a s o c i a l  

idea ot' t h e  c i t y  - remains a necess i ty  1 .0  eIiahio and i i s s e s  every  program o f  

policies o r  p r o j e c t s .  
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1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

C'.S.Population 91,9 105,7 122,7 132J 151,2 179,3 203,3 226,5 238,7 
Percent change 14 ,9  16,l 7,2 14 ,5  18,5 13,3 11,4 5 ,4  

bt%s Population 48,9 62,2 80,O 86,8 105;4 133,O 155,8 172,3 180,O 
Percent  change 2 7 , l  28,6 8 , 5  21,4 26,2 1 7 , l  10,5 6,2 
Percent of U.S. 53,2 58,8 65,2 65,7 69,6 7 4 , l  76,6 76,O 7514 

m n  PSAS Population 43,O 43,5 42,7 45,3 45,8 46,3 47,5 54,2 58,7 
Percent change 1 , 2  -1,8 6 0  1,l 1,l 2,6 1 4 , l  8 ,3  
Percent of U S .  46,8 41,2 34,8 34,3 30,4 25,9 23,4 24,O 24,6 

VI Tahle  1. U r r i t e d  States metropolitan and mnmetropl i tan  population. 
0 Notes: (1) All f igures  expressed i n  thousands. 

(2)  "Percent change" expresses percent change over previous year shown. 
(3) T i l l  1940, "PEPS" as defined by U.S.Bureau of the Census for urban-rural areas 

(Statistical Abstracts of the  United States yearbook) 
( 4 )  F'rcm 1950 to  1985, I'!J*SAs'' as defined i n  June 30, 1985 (LS.Cffice of Management 

and Budget, Bureau of the CenLsus) 
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Population Popla t ion  Percent Total Percent rntal suburban Cxcrwth 
Crm,kh Fate G r m t h  Fate SFSA G r o w t h  ,VSA G r o w t h  Per 100 Increase 

Decade Of  Ci t ies  Of  Suburbs In  C i t i e s  In  Suburbs In  Central City 

1900-1910 37,l 23,6 72,l 27,9 
191 0-19 2 0 27,7 20,o 71,6 28,4 
1920-1930 24,3 32,3 59,3 40,7 
1930-1940 5?6 14,6 41,O 59,O 
1940-1950 14,7 35,9 40,7 59,3 
1950-1960 10,7 48,5 23,8 76,2 
1960-1970 5?3 28,2 4?4 95,6 

38,7 
39,6 
68,5 
144,O 
145 , 9 
320,3 

2.153 , 1 

rn 
P Table  2. Relative percentages of urlcan population growth, 1900-1970. 

,durce: Puller, P.O., 1976 



Metropolis 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 

New York 

Chicago 
Philadelphia 

k t r o i t  
Washington 

Fioston 

P i  t t s h r g h  

B a l t h r e  

Cleveland 

32,2 32,4 33,8 3€,2 36,l 38,9 47,3 51,2 
18,5 19,l 20,4 24,l 25,7 30,l 42,9 51,8 
31,6 31,7 32,8 37,8 39,6 43,6 53,9 59,6 
33,l 24,l 23,9 28,O 31,7 38,7 55,6 64,O 
26,4 25,7 23,5 27,6 31,5 46,8 63,2 73,6 
57,5 58,l 60,O 64,O 65,l 66,8 73,l 76,7 
58,3 63,7 66,6 66,9 67,7 69,4 74,9 78,3 
26,2 27,5 18,7 22,4 24,6 34,8 47,9 56,3 
17,2 15,l 18,O 27,6 30,7 40,3 54,l 63,6 

Table 3. S W h n  pacentage of total ,WSA population, 1900-1970. 
Source: p.fuller, P.O., 1976 



v1 
W 

PSAs Population 

Central cities 
Percent change 

S u h r b s  
Percent change 

1910 1920 1930 1940 

48,9 62,2 80,O 86,8 

35,2 4 4 , l  53,9 56,7 
25,2 22,3 5 , l  

13 ,7  1 8 , l  2 6 , l  30J 
32,O 44,C 15,1 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 

64,6 73,4 72,3 72,2 74,4 
13 ,9  13,6 -1,5 -0 , l  3 , O  

40,8 59,6 83 ,5  100,l 105,6 
35,6 4 6 , l  40,1 19,8 5,s 

Table 4 Distribution of population inside MSPs: central city (ies) and suburbs. 
Notes: (1) All  figures expressed i n  tbusands .  

(2) "Percent change" expresses pe-rcent cbxmge over previous year shown. 



City &'ktropolitan Area 

Boston 
Washington 
B a l  t k r e  
Detroit 
Philadelphia 
clhicago 
NEW York 

122,24 PMSA 4.538 @EA 8.022 

169,39 SMSA 10.248 

207 , 97 SVSA 6.783 

351 , 20 PMSA 11.642 CI\ZSA 13.480 

352,23 PYSA 9.147 CPEA 13.858 

590,77 PMSA 4.923 ClMSA 14.659 

780,87 PMSA 2.968 RlSA 19.834 

E3arcelona 99,31 CMB 478 MR 3.297 

Table 5. Size of cities and metropol.itan areas: Barcelona and U.S.Northeastern cities. 
bbtes: (1) Kl-1 f igures  i n  square RII. 

(2) PplitSAs, SPIIsAs and C W A s  as defined by U.S.Bureau of the Census, 1985. 
(3 )  (MB as created in 1974 and ME: as d e f i n d  in 1968. 



New York micago Philad.el.phia Detroit bjashington Boston Baltimore Barcelona 

1940 

1950 

1960 

1970 

1980 

1985 

11.660.839 4.825.527 3.1.99.637 2.337.329 967.985 2.177.621 1.083.300 

12.911.994 5.495.364 3.660.676 2.973.019 1.457.601 2.354.507 1.320.754 

10.694.633 6.220.913 4.342.897 3.762.360 2.001.897 2.595.481 1.727.023 

1.545.308 

2.P06.948 

9.076.568 6.093.287 4.824.111! 4.554.266 3.040.307 2.887.191 2.089.438 2.713.797 

8.274.961 6.060.401 4.716.559 4.488.024 3.250.489 2.805.911 2.199.497 3 . 096.748 

8.376.865 6.128.282 4.768.388 4.315.751 3.429.613 2.820.700 2.244.677 3.019.435 

T a h l e 6  . Poplation of metropolitan areas: Barcelona and U.S.Northeastern cities. 
Fources: I?.S.Rureau of the Cmms and. Institute PJacional de Estadistica. 
bbte: Population of ~ ~ r c e l o n a  is referred t o  mB area. 
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3.376 . 438 
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1.949.996 

1.688.210 
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285.704 

465.766 
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1.568 . 662 

1.623 . 452 

1.849.568 

1.670.144 

1 . 514 . 063 

1 . 203 . 33 9 

230.392 

278 . 718 

331.069 

437 . 571 

486.869 

663.091 

802.178 

763.956 

756.668 

638 . 000 

623 . 000 

448.477 

560.892 

670.585 

748.060 

781.188 

770.816 

801.444 

697.197 

641.071 

562 . 994 

434 . 439 

508 . 957 

558.485 

733.826 

804.874 

859.100 

949.708 

939.024 

905.787 

786.741 

763 , 570 

533 . 000 

587 . 4 1 1  

710.335 

1.005.565 

1 . 081 . 175 

1.280.179 

1.557 . 863 

1.745.142 

1.752.627 

1.701. 812 

T&le 7 . P o p l a t i o n  of cities: Barcelona and U.S. Ybrtheastern cities. 
Sources: U.S.wUreau of the Census and I n s t i t u t o  Nacional de Estadistica. 



l*SA 1980 
Central c i t y  (ies) 
Suburbs 

)?SPA 1970 
Central c i t y  (ies) 
, W b s  

1970-1380 total  
C.C. 

S. 

mltimore Roston Phi l  adelphia ~ a s h i n g t o n  Detroit Barcelona 

2.174.023 
786.775 

1.387.248 

2.071.016 
905.787 

1.165.229 

5,o 
-13 , 1 

1 9 , l  

2.763.357 
562.994 

2.200.363 

2.899. lCll 
641.071 

2.258.030 

-4,7 
-12,2 

-2,6 

4.716.818 
1.688.210 
3.028.608 

4.824.110 
1.949.946 
2.874.114 

-2,2 
-13 , 4 

5 ? 4  

3 . 060.922 
638.333 

2.422.589 

2.910.111 
756.668 

2.153.443 

5 ? 2  
-15,6 

12 ,5  

4.353.413 
1.203.339 
3.150.074 

4.435.051 
1.514.063 
2.920.988 

-1,8 
-20,5 

7 4  

3.096.748 
1.752.627 
1.344.121 

2.713.797 
1.745.142 

968.655 

1 4 , 1 1  
0,42 

38,76 

Tahle  8. Population and qmth rates i n  cities and suhrhs :  Earcehna and U.S.Northeastern MSAs. 
Sources: Dmi  Jones and Irwin, 1984, and I n s t i t u t o  Nacional de Fstadistica. 



Bal tkre  c i t y  

Washington D.C. 

Ph ladelphia c i t y  

cn 
(0 

New York City 

(&inhattan) 

1978 
1980 
1982 

1940 
1950 
1960 
1970 
1982 

1970 
1982 

1953 
1960 
1970 
1982 

1960 
1970 
1982 

454.300 
461.300 
433.400 

362.900 
497.300 
501.600 
566.700 
595.800 

920.400 
754.500 

3.524.100 
3.538.400 
3.745.500 
3.350.700 

1.580.200 
1.253.1CO 

590.600 

E3althmre NSA 1950 
1960 
1970 
1982 

Washington ' PEA 1950 
1960 
1970 
1982 

Philadelphia MSA 1952 
1960 
1970 
1982 

PJew York !EA 1960 
1970 
1982 

529.400 
629.000 
805.500 
928.300 

592.400 
745.700 

1.184.600 
1.592.100 

1.474.800 
1.500.900 
1.793.200 
1.898.000 

3.810.100 
4.120.600 
3.803.000 

Table 10. ~ , b y T m t  i n  cities mi metropolitan ZzTas. 
,Source: U.S.Departm?nt of Iahor, Bureau of Iahr Statistics, 1984 
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Central Districts 
( O l d  c i t y  and Ehsanche) 
Peripheral Districts 

mter cities 

Total  b k t r o p l i t a n  Pres 
(Barcelona-RIR) 

1950 1980 1950-1980 

550.000 386.636 -163 . 394 

730.149 1.365.991 +635.842 

265.129 1.344.121 +1.078.992 

1 . 545.308 3.096.748 +1.551.440 

Table 9. Distribution of population i n  Earcel.ona-CNE3, 15"50-1980. 
Source: Ins t i t u to  Nacional de  Estadistica. 
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* .  
METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS(CMSA's, PMSA's, and MSA's) 

Areas defined by U.S. Office of Managementand Budget, June 30, 1985 
-- - __ - 
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Figure 6. C e r k r a l  cities population, 1790-1985. 
Source: V.S.Rureau of the Census and Abler I?. ard M c m  Z.S.,1976. 
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1.  A g e n e r a l  h i s t o r y  of'  m e t r o p o l i t a n  c u l t u r e ,  i n v o l v i n g  a l l  f a c e t s  ( u r b a n  l i f e ,  
a r t s ,  p o l i t i c s ,  u rban  p l a n n i n g  and  a r c h i t e c t u r e ,  e t c . ) ,  may be  found i n  
S u t c l i f f e ,  A . ,  1984.  The book is d i v i d e d  i n  f o u r  s e c t i o n s :  

P a r t  1 : I n t r o d u c t i o n  
P a r t  2 :  The M e t r o p o l i s  P o r t r a y e d  arid Understood 
P a r t  3:  The M e t r o p o l i s  Expe r i enced  and Planned  
P a r t  4 :  The M e t r o p o l i s  Moves Forward.  

2 .  T h a t  i s  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of Wood, E . E . ,  1940, who c o n t i n u e s :  "Soine i d e a  of' t h e  
c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  i n v o l v e d  may be g a i n e d  from r e f l e c t i n g  t h a t  of t h e  more t h a n  3.000 
c o u n t i e s  i n  t h e  Un j t ed  s t a t e s ,  t h e  155 c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  larger i n d u s t r i a l  c i t i e s  i n  
1929 i n c l u d e d  74 p e r c e n t  of  a l l  i n d u s t r i a l  wage e a r n e r s  and 81 p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  
salar jc td  employees ,  and  were r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  80 p e r c e n t  of t h e  v a l u e  added t o  
mariuCac t u r e d  p r o d u c t s "  . 

3 .  See  Mckelvey, B .  : The Emergence of M e t r o p o l i t a n  America, 1!315-1966, Rutgers 
U n i v e r s i t y  P r e s s ,  N e w  J e r s e y ,  1968, which c o n t a i n s  a h i s t o r y  of n i e t r o p o l i t a n  
c i t i e s :  1 .  T h e  emergence 0 1  m e t r o p o l i t a n  di lemmas:  1915-1920, 2 .  An o u t b u r s t  of 
m e t r o p o l i t a n  i n i t i a t i v e :  1920-1929, 3. T h e  d i s c o v e r y  of m e t r o p o l i t a n  inadequacy :  
1930-1939, 4 .  The metropolis i n  war and p e a c e :  1940-1949,  5.  The m e t r o p o l i s  and 
t h e  "es t a h l i s h m e n  t "  : 1950-1959 arid 6 .  F e d e r a l  m e t r o p o l i  tan convergence  i n  t h e  1960 Is 

4 .  "The miishrooming c i t i e s  of America had begun by 1915 t o  assume a new s h a p e ,  t o  
a c q u i r e  new c i v i c  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and t o  d e v e l o p  riew i r i t e r r e  L a t i o n s h i p s .  The 
new shape  i s  i n e s c a p a b l e ,  as many o b s e r v e r s  t e s t i f i e d .  Mosl of the larger  
c i t i e s ,  more t h a n  two s c o r e  i n  number, were s p r a w l i n g  hor izo i i  ta 1 l y  e n v e l o p i n g  
n e i g h b o r i n g  towns i n  e v e r - e x t e n d i n g  suburban  r a n g e s ;  at. t h e  same tiine e a c h  was 
s p r o u t i n g  a stem of tower ing  s k y s c r a p e r s  a t  t h e  c e n t e r .  1ntei:nally these 
i n v e r t e d  mushroonrs f a c e d ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  a h o s t  of  t r a d i t i o n a l  urban  p rob lems ,  a 
ser ies  of new c r i ses  i n  p l a n n i n g  and h o u s i n g ,  i n  employment and w e l f a r e ,  and most 
c r i t j c a l  o f  a l l ,  i n  t h e  a b s o r p t i o n  of a fresh wave of newcomers ( .  . . . ) Each of' 
t h e s e  deve lopments  arid t h e  problems they  c r e a t e d  were evicleiit by the mid- teens  . 
Thus a widesp read  h o u s i n g  s h o r t a g e  r e v i v e d  t h e  s e a r c h  f o r  r e s p o n s i b l e  s o l u t i o n s  
and d i s c l o s e d  new p lann i i ig  di lemmas:  s h a r p  f l u c t u a t i o n s  i n  cmploymetit posed new 
c h a l l e n g e s  t o  p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  w e l f a r e ;  s h i f t i n g  p o p u l a t i o n  t r e n d s ,  coup led  
w i t h  new t r a n s p o r t  f a c i l i t i e s ,  speeded  t h e  suburban  migraLioii and b rough t  riew 
problems t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  c o r e s ;  mounting f i s ca l  burdens  irt t h e  a g i n g  met ropol  i s  
s p u r r e d  new eff 'orts t o  Iiroaderi t h e  tax  base  arid p r e c i p i t a t e d  l e g i s l a t i v e  b a t t l e s  
between t h e  o l d  cities and t h e i r  suburban  o f ' f s p r i n g .  I n t e n s i f i e d  d u r i n g  t h e  
war y e a r s ,  t h e s e  i s s u e s  h e l p e d  t o  awaken a new i n t e l l e c t u a l  i n t e r e s t  in  the 
metropol is a s  the hatii t a  t of' modern inan and p o s e d  s e v e r a l  c ruc ia l  dilemmas for 
America d u r i n g  t h e  n e x t  h a l f  c e n t u r y "  (McKelvey, B .  , 1968) .  

5 .  " I n  s h o r t ,  f'oiir epochs i n  Atnericari h i s t o r y  (:;in he itlcrit-if'ic!ri t tiat have bee11 
c h a r a c t e r i z e d  b y  chanyys i n  t e c h n o l o E y  c r u c i a l  in t h e  l o c a t i o I i  of' urban growth 
and d w e l o p m e n t :  (1 )  Sail-WaKon, 1790-1830 :  ( 2 )  I ron  Horse, 1830-1870; ( 3 )  S t e e l  
R a i l ,  1870-1920: ( 4 )  Auto-Air -Ameni ty ,  1920- ' I ,  Borchert ,  . J .  K., 1967. See  itlso 
J,ampart., E .  E:. , 1960 and G r e e n .  C .  Nc. , 1957.  



- .  
6 .  "Un esame d e i  f a t t o r i  e d e l l e  f o r z e  che  hanno c r e a t o  l e  b a s i  d e l l o  s v i l u p p o  
m e t r o p o l i t a n o  riegle S t a t i  U n i t i  n e  mette i n  e v i d e n z a ,  malgrado  una a p p a r e n t e  
e t e r o g e n e i t a ,  l e  concordance  d i  d i r e z i o n e ,  s i  t r a t t i  d e l l a  t r a d i z i o n e  cu l tu ra l e  o 
d e l l a  mancanza d i  una p i a n i f i c a z i o n e  p u b b l i c a ,  d e l l ' a t t e n z i o n e  a i  p rob lemi  
d e l l ' i n f a n z i a  o d e l l e  p o l i t i c h e  f i s c a l i  r e g u r a d a n t i  l a  p r o p r i e t a  
i m m o b i l i a r e " . (  . . . )  " I 1  p a s s a g g i o  d a g l e  impiegl i i  a g r i c o l i  a q u e l l i  non u g r i c o l i ,  
l a  d iminuz ione  d e l l e  o r e  l a v o r a t i v e  con un conseguen te  aumento d e l  tempo l i b e r o ,  
i l  l i v e l l o  d e l  r e d d i t o  i n d i v i d u a l e ,  l ' u s o  g e n e r a l i z z a t o  d e l l ' a u t o m o b i l e ,  s t i l i  d i  
v i t a  sempre pi l i  simili e 1argainent.e i n f l u e n z a t i  d a l l e  comunicaz ioni  d i  massa ,  
sono  cara te r r i  comuni a t u t t e  l e  aree m e t r o p o l i t a n e . "  ( P i c c i n a t o ,  1976) 

7 .  Prom 1860 t o  1910,  New York grew from 1 , 1 7 4 , 0 0 0 0  t o  4 , 7 6 6 , 0 0 0  i n h a b i t a n t s ,  
P h i l a d e l p h i a  from 565 ,000  t o  1 , 5 4 9 , 0 0 0 ,  B a l t i m o r e  from 212,000 t o  558 ,000  and 
Chicago from 112,000 t o  2 ,185,000 

8 .  S e e ,  f o r  example,  t h e  wr i t ings  of E d i t h  Elmer Wood (1919 ,  1920 ,  1923,  1931,  
1935,  1940)  o r  James Ford ( 1 9 3 6 ) ,  as well as t h e  r e p o r t s  of th,e Un i t ed  S t a t e s  
Housing C o r p o r a t i o n ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  one  p u b l i s h e d  in 1920.  

9 .  Housing es ta tes  deve loped  by f e d e r a l  o r  l o c a l  h o u s i n g  a u t h o r i t i e s  i n  c i t i e s  as 
New York,  Ch icago ,  Bal t . iwore ,  Boston and  o t h e r s ,  are documented i n  t h e  r e p o r t s  of  
t h o  Un i t ed  S t a t e s  Housing C o r p o r a t i o n .  See  a l s o  James F o r d ,  1936 ( N e w  Y o r k ) ,  and 
Deveraux,  1978 (Ch icago)  . 

10.  'Tlarence S t e i n ,  cha i rman and most act ive member of t h e  coinmission,  ( S t a t e  
Commission on Housing and Reg iona l  P l a n n i n g ,  N e w  Y o r k ) ,  t ook  t h e  l e a d  i n  fo rming  
t h e  C i t y  Housing C o r p o r a t i o n  i n  1924 i n  which he  j o i n e d  w i t h  Henry Wr igh t ,  a 
f e l l o w  a r c h i t e c t ,  i n  a p l a n  t o  b u i l d  a h o u s i n g  p r o j e c t  of h i g h  s t a n d a r d s  a t  
m i n i t n u i n  c o s t s .  S t e i n  had h e l p e d  t h e  y e a r  b e f o r e  t o  o r g a n i z e  a n  i n f o r m a l  g roup  
sometimes c a l l e d  t h e  Reg iona l  P l a n n i n g  A s s o c i a t i o n  of America,  which drew i n t o  
i t s  c i r c l e  s u c h  men a s  L e w j s  Muriifor~i, C h a r l e s  H .  W h i t a k e r ,  C l a r e n c e  P e r r y ,  a l l  
writers arid c r i t i c s ,  as well as  Alexander  Ring, a r e a l t o r  whose w e a l t h  arid 
i d e a l  ism made him an  e n t h u s i a s t i c  backe r  of S t e i n ' s  model-housing p r o j e c t s .  
S t e i n  and Wright  j ou rneyed  t o  England in 1924 t o  see i t s  fanious g a r d e n  c i t i e s  and 
t o  c o n f e r  w i t h  Ebenezer  Howard and Raymond Umwin, t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  f o u n d e r s .  
Ilmwin's o f t  -quoted  p r e c e p t ,  "No t h i n g  g a i n e d  by overcrowding."  I became the k e y s t o n e  
of the i r  p l a n s  a s  deve loped  a t  Si innyside i n  1926 and a t  Radburii three yctars 
l a te r"  (McKelvey, 1 9 6 8 ) .  See  a l s o  Lubove, 1964. 

1 1  . F u r t h e r  r e a d i n g  about t h e  o r i g i n  of inet.ropolil.ari America (period 1870-1920) 
may b e  o b t a i n e d  from g e n e r a l  h i s t o r i c a l  s t u d i e s  its Cal low.  1973: G l a a b  atid 13rown. 
1976; G o i s t .  1977: Klebanow, 1977; McKelvey, 1973 imd S t i l l ,  1974.  

1 2 .  See Dolce, 1976: Ha l l ,  1984; S t i l g o r ? ,  1984, f o r  a g e n e r a l  rev iew of s u b u r l )  
icleoJof:y a r i d  i t  s i m p l i c a t i o n s  t o  t h e  Arnt!riciiri (:it\'. 

13.  Kven d u r i n g  the Great. Depressior i  tlic sut)urt)an c u l t u r e  was i i l  i v e :  " T h e  G r e a t  
I k p r e s s i o n  slowed suburban  j;rowt.h o f  e v e r y  k i n d  and Iwawakwwci i r i t e r e s  t i n  
1)ac:kyard a g r i c u l t u r e :  the subsequeri t  ytA;irs o f  w a r - - i i i i c i  part  icu  I a r l y  o f  j:iisol iiit! 

rat i o r i i n f y .  f'rirttier s tymi t td  sriburban tir!velopmont. f l t i t ,  t hrottf;hoiiit the t tiirt ies  and 
f o r t i e s  c i t y  dwe 11er.s thout;ht- a b o u t  s u b u r b s ,  dreamed a b o u t  s u b u r b s  arid r e a d  a b o u t  
s t i t ) r i r * b s .  Arid wtit?ri the GIs came h o m t : .  t h e y  s e t  at)out rnovinf; t.o the s u b u r b s "  
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( S t i l g o e ,  1986) .  

1 4 .  See, f o r  example ,  Wootibury, C . ,  1953. T h e  American C i t y  J o u r n a l  p u b l i s h e d  
most of  t h e  p l a c e s  drawn up i n  t h e  f i f t i e s  (September ,  1951;  December, 1953;  
Augus t ,  1954;  September  1956: November 1956; J a n u a r y ,  1957) .  

15. For  a good s t u d y  of t h e  u rban  renewal program i n  t h e  Un i t ed  S t a t e s  see 
Abrams, 1965 ,  s p e c i a l l y  P a r t  11. "The P r e s c r i p t i o n - U r b a n  Renewal" ,  C h a p t e r s  5 
t o  10 

1 6 .  Last. t r e n d s  i n  i n n e r - c i t y  and downtown e v o l u t i o n  can be s t u d i e d  i n  Baerwald ,  
1978; Cybriwsky,  1980; B e r r y ,  1980, aiid E v e r s l e y ,  1979. 

1 7 .  Phillips and Brunn (1978)  branded  s low growth a "new Epoch" of' American 
m e t r o p o l i t a n  e v o l u t i o n ,  e n d i n g  B o r c h e r t ' s  "Auto-Air-Ameni t y "  Epoch i n  S960s (see 
n o t e  5 )  

18. F j tzs immons ,  B o r c h e r t  and Adains ( 1 9 8 0 ) ,  conc lude  t h a t  "a long- te rm s h i f t  i n  
t h e  lows of U.S. p o p u l a t i o n  growth p a s s e d  a c r i t i c a l  t h r e s h o l d  i n  t h e  1970s when 
t h e  r ionmetropol i tan  growth ra te  s u r p a s s e d  t h a t  of' t h e  m e t r o p o l i t a n  s e c t o r .  
I n t e r r r e g i o r i a l  m i g r a t i o n  f l o w s  showed a comparable  d e g r e e  of  change .  The f low of 
p o p u l a t i o n  from t h e  rural  Sou th  t o  t h e  urban  Nor th  dwindled  and was r e p l a c e d  by  a 
riot c o u n t e r f l o w  t o  t h e  boom.ing r e g i o n a l  centers and ameni ty  areas of t h e  S o u t h " .  
See  a l s o  t h e  series of  maps p r e v i o u s l y  e l a b o r a t e d  by t h e  same teain (1978)  

19. S t a t i s t i c a l  A b s t r a c t  of t h e  Un i t ed  S t a t e s ,  U.S.  Bureau of t h e  Census ,  
Washington,  1985.  

2 0 .  See  S e c t i o n  4 of  t h i s  g a p e r .  

2 1 .  I n  t h e  p e r i o d  1970-1980, t h e  American economy g e n e r a t e d  about. 19  i n i l l i o n  new 
. jobs,  n i n e t y  p e r  cent of which were i n  the s e r v i c e  s e c t o r .  

22 .  Ever i n c r e a s i n g  i n  p o p u l a t i o n :  23% i n  1970 t o  31% i n  1980, a s  an o v e r a l l  
i ndex .  ( B a l b o ,  1985). 

2 3 .  Only 2 . 8  p e o p l e  p e r  f a m i l y  ( and  a great. jump i n  t h e  numbers of' c h i . l d l e s s  
f a m i l i e s )  i n  1980. The absence  o f  ch . i l d ren  in orie hand,  arid t h e  female  
employment i n  o t  tier, inay tiavt: coriseqiiences o r i  the  l o c a l i z a t i o r i  c h o i c e  of' the 
f a m i l y  ur i i t  ( B a l h o ,  1985) .  

2 6 .  hi1.roduced by  the I950 Census arid updat.ed a t  each subsequen t  d e c e n n i a l  
Ct?nsus accorciiny: to  speci f'i c c r i  t-eria.  

2'7. P u 1 ) l i s h e d  i n  1929 i n  t w o  volumes:  Volume 1 .  " T h e  Graph ic  Hecional  P l a n "  and 
Volume 2 " T h e  €jriilctirit; ot' the C i t y "  ( S r ~ e  Adams. 1929) 
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2 8 .  See, f o r  example, Baltimore I s "General Development Plan", pub1.i shed by the 
Regional Planning Council in 1986. 

29.  See also Cottrell and Jones, 1955; Bollens, 1961; Raufieltf, 1961; and Comay, 
1965. 

30. I can still remember professor Jones defending the same thesis at 1982 
0 . C . l l . E . ' ~  Symposium on Metropolitan Areas, held in Madrid and Barcelona, Spain, 
forty years later. 

31. "The dispersal of power (in the metropolitan area) renders the process of 
government one of endless committee-ing and negotiation, the proliferation of 
vet.0 groups and the relinquishment of government to the hands of the full-time 
bureaucracies who alone have the time and functional requisites f o r  the 
enterprise" (Long, 1965).  See a lso  Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations (1961) arid Levin (1967) .  And again, the same question faced by 
Mogulof, M. B .  (1975) 

3 2 .  Concerning the late development of Barcelona, a good deal of issues were 
discussed in the 15th International Fellow's Conference of the Johns Hopkins 
University, held i n  Barcelona in June, 1985. Under the general title: The future 
is before us! I s  there a metropolitan policy? The case of Barcelona, papers 
presented at the conference included: 

J. Busquets: "The main aims of urban transformation in Barcelona", arid 
A. Ferrer: "Barcelona: urban structure arid metropolitan system" 

33. Some of these questions are a major topic in recent debates. See, for. 
example the August 1985 issue of lirbanistica ( n . 8 0 ) ,  w i t h  the following 
contr ibu tioris : 

I ) .  Cecchini and M. Marcelloni: "Ceritro e perii'erin tlella nuova citta in 

E. W. S o j a ,  A .  D .  Heskin and M. Cenzat.ti: "Los Angeles ne1 caleidoscopio 

M. Christine Boyer: "I,a rinascita d e l  West Side: una storia di 

D .  Cecchini : "New Y o r l t :  l a  conversione funzionale" 
M. Marcel IoIii : "Sari F r a n c  isco:  i 1 piano per la down town" 
E:. Bandarin: "Zoning 1985: percorsi e direzione dell 'rirbarristica 

iiegli U . S . A . "  
T. J. Noyelle: "Lo svi luppo d e l  terziario" 
M. Balbo: "Come cambia I 'America urbana" 

U.S.A." 

de 1 1 a r i s t r u t tu r a z i one 'I 

gentrification a New York" 

See a l s o  the 1987 winter issue of the Jo~rna.1 oL t h e  American Planping 
Association, v o l .  53, no.  1 ,  that publishes some papers o f  ii Symposium on 
I 1  . St.rat.egi c: Planning. 

3.1. More informat ion on narcelona, speci f i c a l  ly on i t s  metropoll i tan developmerit 
atid plaaritiing, can be reached in Martorel I ,  V. (1970) ,  Tarrago. R o r a ,  ;tiid Massana 
( 1 9 7 2 ) .  A.jrintamerit d f h  €3arceloria ( 1 9 8 3 )  and €loliij;as 0.  ( 1 9 8 3 ) .  T h t h  Ihcember, 1985 
issue of  L'Avenc iricludes qual i f  i e d  papers 0 1 1  the origin and wolut ivri of 
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Bar( :e lona ' s  m e t r o p o l i t a n  a r e a .  See  a l s o  my d o c t o r a l  d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  F e r r e r ,  A .  , 
1983,  L a  v iv ie r ida  masiva y l a  formacion  de l a  Barce lona  r n e t r o p o l i t a n a ,  ETSAR, 
B a r c e l o n a ,  

35. See  Cerda ,  I l d c f ' o n s o ,  1867.  

36. The Decree h a s  j u s t  been approved  by t h e  P a r l i a m e n t  of  C a t a l u n y a  i n  A p r i l  4 ,  
1987 and p u b l i s h e d  i n  t h e  "Diari O f i c i a l  de  l a  Generali tat  d e  Ca ta lunya"  no .  826 ,  
A p r i l  8 ,  1987.  

3 7 .  See  Corporac io  M e t r o p o l i t a n a  d e  B a r c e l o n a ,  1976,  P l a n  Genera l  d e  Ordenac ion  
Urbana y T e r r i t o r i a l  d e  l a  Comarca d e  B a r c e l o n a ,  e s p e c i a l l y  "Memoria-2: 
J u s t i f i c a t i v a  d e  l a  Ordenac ion" .  

38. See  M a r a g a l l ,  P . ,  1982 and 1985 w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  main p o l i t i c a l  
g u i d e l i n e s ,  and A n g e l e t ,  J ,  1985 f o r  t h e  f i n a n c e  and o r g a n i z a t i o n  issues.  The 
g e n e r a l  o b j e c t i v e s  of t h e  bIetropo1.itan C o r p o r a t i o n  of Barce.lon.a, 1985-1992, are 
d e f i n e d  i n  Corporac io  M e t r o p o l i t a n a  d e  B a r c e l o n a ,  1985.  

See  a l s o  E s t e b a n ,  J .  (1985)  arid F e r r e r ,  A .  (1986)  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  cur ren t  
developmenl. of t h e  General M e t r o p o l i t a n  P l a n .  

3 9 .  The main i d e a s  u n d e r l y i n g  t h e  B a r c e l o n a ' s  1968 P l a n  D i r e c t o r  M e t r o p o l i  tario 
were p u b l i s h e d  i n  a s p e c i a l  i s s u e  of' Cuatlernos de A r q u i t e c t u r a  y Urbanismo i r i  

1972.  Tha t  i n c l u d e d  a d i s c u s s i o n  on t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  m e t r o p o l i s  and a s y n t h e s i s  
of c r i t e r i a  employed i n  i t s  d e l i m i t a t . i o n .  

4 0 .  The "Pla  d e  d i s  t r i b u c i o  en zones  d e l  terr  i t o r i  c a t a l a "  (Reg iona l  Platwing)  
adop ted  by t.he G e n e r a l i t a t .  d e  Ca ta lunya  i n  1932 c r e a t e d  t.he p r e c e d e n t .  T h i s  w a s  
t h e  f i r s t  a t t e m p t  t o  o r g a n i z e  t h e  Catalan t e r r i t o r y  i n  "comarcas" .  See  Rubio .i 
Tudur i , 1932.  

4 1 .  See  S t a t e  and Met ropo1 i t .m  Area Data  Hook p u b l i s h e d  by t h e  U .  S .  Bureau of 
t h e  C e n s u s  i n  1986 ,  and preceder i t  i s s u e s  of i t .  

4 2 .  "Padron m u n i c i p a l " ,  1985, I n s t i t u t o  Nacional  d e  E s t a d i s t i c a .  P r o v i s i o n a l  
f i g u r e .  

4 3 .  See  Un i t ed  S t a t e s  Department  o f  Labor , Bureau of t h e  Census : Employment, 
Hours arid Ea rn ings  , S t a t e s  arid Areas, 1939-1982 

4 4 .  T h i s  i s  a d i s c u s s i o n  h e l d  i n  nilmeroils forums. S e e ,  f o r  example R u r c h e l l ,  R .  
and S t e r ' n l i e b ,  G., 1978:  Garvir i ,  A . ,  1980; Healcy Y . ,  bIcl)ougall, G .  tirid Thomas, 
M. , 1982; Ha.ldar in .  F., 1985;  o r  t.he issues of tlie .Journal o f  ,lmt3rican 
P l a n n i n g  A s s o c i a t i o n  i n  J u l y ,  1980,  S p r i n g ,  1985 tind Winter, 1987. See  also 
Clavel, P . ,  1986.  

4 5 .  T h e  well-known Clevelarrtl P o l i c y  - f ~ i n n i n ~ ' :  Hcbport , 1975 w a s  otie of t h e  f i r s t  
p l a n s  t o  urrderstatid i t s  pecu 1 i a r  urbari c o n t e x t :  "'The C i t y  of  Cl t~veland is 97% 
tievelopr!d. For tic t ter  o r  worsc , most of*  t htb kf!y 1 ( i n d  use  dvc: i s i ons  w ~ r e  made 
f i f t y  o r  one huridred years  i i f :u.  A c t i v i t y  01' t i l l  t ypes  is  moviIrj; towilt'(is tht: 
siibur bs . Ihr i n g  t h e  1960s , C 1 tbvi: 1 ; i n t i  I os t 1.1 . ,30a o 1' i t s popu 1 , i  I i 011 and 17 . 28  of 
i t s  j o t l s .  Hesitieri t i a l  abandonment i s  we1 1 under  w,iy ir i  severc i  1 neighborhoods .  
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I n  the City, disinvestment is the rule and investment the exception. Until some 
headway is rnade toward solving the root problems that are responsible for 
business and residential out-migration, an ambitious plan for controlling 
development is superfluous, at best. Without development, there is not need f o r  
development controls" (Krumholz, N. , 1975) 

(1975) ,  Long, N. E. (1975) and Davidoff, P. (1975) ,  all of them in the same 
September 1975 issue of the Journal of the American InstitutKof Planners. See 
also a reveiw in the spring 1982 issue of the same Journal. 

The Cleveland Report was a reference f o r  some other American cities that 
were trying to redefine arid solve their problems in the 1970s. The Report is not 
a comprehensive plan. Rather, it deals with only some chosen areas ( income, 
housing, transportation and community development) that were felt as the key 
ones, setting forth objectives, policies and recoininendations in each of  them. 

About Cleveland City Planning see also Gans, H. J .  (1975) ,  Piven, F .  F .  

4 6 .  This is orie of the traditional questions of planning. In Europe, the model 
"Struc1.ure P l a n "  - "Local Plan" has been in operation f o r  a long time. In spite 
of  differences between countries, it is possible to state t h a t ,  in general, plans 
of s t  ructiire (regional or sub-regional level) have failed i n t  having real 
incidence except f o r  specific elements. The Metropolitan Plan of Barcelona, 
however, succeeded in providing some general struct.ure t o  the 27 municipalities 
area. to h e  developed by a series of' local o r  special p l a n s  focusing selected 
sections of the city. But the removal of the metropolitan government will result. 
in a preeminence of city-based planning as the only level f o r  direct action, 
which i s  mainly the situation in America. 

47. See Regional Planning Council of Baltimore, 1986, as an example of  a 
Development Plan in advisory bases. Tt deals with several niajor regional issues 
iden ti f ied as "changing industrial structure" , "education and eniployment" , It tax 
and revenue disparity", "racial anti socioeconomic disparity", "environmental 
quality" arid It trarisportatioti" . 

48. See Busquets, J., 1985 for the case of' Barcelona. Examples in America may be 
found in the quoted cities of Clevelend (see note 4 5 ) ,  o r  in the post-Moses New 
York (see Fainstein, N. I., 1987)  

4 9 .  See Rider, R. W. (1978)  and Randarin, F .  (1980)  

75 



BIBLIOGEIAPHY 



c 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Abler, R. and Adams, J. S., 1976, A comparative Atlas of Americgs Great Cities. 
'hventy metropolitan regions. 
the University of Minnesota Press. 

The Association of American Geographers and 
Minneapolis, Minnesota. 

Abrans, Charles, 1965, The City is the Frontier, Harper Colophon Wks; Harpr 
and Row, Publishers; New York, Evanston and London. 

A d a m s ,  John S . ,  1976,  Contemporary Metropolitan Amerie. University of 
Minnesota, Association of American Geographers, Ballinger publishing 
Company, Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

Adams, Thomas, 1929, Regional Plan of New York and its envirom-, 
New York. 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1961, "Government in 
Metropolitan Areas", report, Washington. 

Ajuntament de Barcelona, 1983, Plans i projects per a Barcelona, 1981-1982, 
Barcelona. . 

Angelet, J. 1985, Orwnizacio i Financament de les Ares Metropolitanes: el cas 
de I'Area de Barcelona, Col. Debat Metropolita, no. 7, Corporacio 
Metropolitam de Barcelona, Barcelona. 

Baerwald, T., 1978, "The mergence of a new downtown", Geographical Review, 
68. 

Balbo, Marcello, 1985, "Come cambia l'America urbana", m'istica, no. 80,  
August. 

-in, F., 1980, "Zoning 1985: percorsi e direzioni dell'urbanistica negli 
USA", Urbanistica, no. 80. 

Bantield, m d  C .  (ed.), 1961, Urban Government, The Free Press;  Glencoe, 
Illinois. 

Berry, B. J. L., 1980, "Urbanization and counterurbanization in the United 
States", Annals of the Ameri- Academy of Political &-Social Science, 
451. 

-- 1980, "Inner city futures: and American dilemma revisited", Tran+ctions, 5, 
Institute of British Geographers. 

Blumenfeld, H., 1986, "Metropolis Extended", Journal of the American Planning 
Association, vol. 52, no 3. 

Bohigas, O., 1983, Econstruccio de Barcelona. Ed 62, Barcelona. 

Bollens, John C. (ed.), 1961, € 3 ~  lorinq the Metropolitan C a r n r u n i t y ,  Berkeley, 
California . 

77 


